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Joseph Stalin—one of the most 
frightening figures of the twentieth 
century. The name brings to mind 
brutal terrorism and ruthless op- 
pression. Yet, as Ian Grey shows, at 
the core of the Man of Steel was a 
humble and puritanical Georgian 
peasant. What set him above other 
men was his outstanding intelli- 
gence, firm discipline, keen per- 
ception, and indomitable will. 
Added to this was a messianic 
determination to lead Russia to its 
grand destiny. 

Ian Grey’s comprehensive biog- 
raphy portrays Stalin as a complex 
and paradoxical figure—a leader 
whose power was rooted in the 
Czarist traditions that he abhorred, 
and whose tyranny was based on a 
sincere ambition to ensure the 
strength of his party. In his 
single-minded dedication to the 
growth of Russia under com- 
munism, Stalin was able to disre- 
gard all sense of morality. Yet 
through his magnetism he com- 
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manded the respect of his col- 
leagues and the adulation of his 
people. Even Winston Churchill 
held him in awe. 

This is a powerful history of 
Russia’s evolution from backward 
nation to world power, as well as a 
dramatic portrait of a man who was 
called both “The Implacable” and 
“Beloved Father.” 
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PREFACE 


Twenty-five years have passed since Stalin died. The incessant 
clamor of eulogy that accompanied his name in Soviet Russia has 
been stilled. In the West mention of him provokes moral indigna- 
tion and denigration. He is known as a malevolent despot, “the 
greatest criminal in history.” Like an ikon standing before its oil 
lamp and so begrimed by the fumes that the subject is barely visi- 
ble, he has faded to a dark shadow, which can be identified only 
with difficulty. 

Stalin was, however, a ruler in the tradition of Ivan the Dread 
and Peter the Great. He was great in ability, in courage, and in 
purpose. He gave positive leadership and transformed a vast, back- 
ward agrarian nation into a modem industrial power. He was also 
ruthless and inhuman in his methods. Like many outstanding 
men, he was a complex of diverse qualities. 

There has been no lack of books and reports, some sensational, 
some scholarly, and many inspired by malice and hatred, which 
have dwelt on the dark side of his rule. They have tended to ob- 
scure and distort, setting up barriers to the understanding of the 
man and his importance. There has been a paucity of studies of 
his positive achievements. 

The distorted portrayal of Stalin has been in part the work of 
Trotsky and those who sympathize with him. Other factors have 
contributed also, such as the idolatry of Lenin, the bitterness of 
émigré social democrats, and the moral judgments of Western 
historians. Khrushchev’s speech to the Twentieth Party Congress 
in 1956 and the partial rejection of Stalin by the party and the So- 
viet government, as well as the confused de-Stalinization policy, 
have added to the obfuscation. 

Trotsky, a man of great ability and zeal, but also possessed by 
extreme arrogance, was convinced that he had been defeated and 
humbled as a result of the machinations of Stalin. He could never 
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accept that Stalin had become the leader of the party and of Rus- 
sia, and he devoted himself to the expression of his hatred of the 
man he professed to scorn. Trotsky was a fierce hater and a 
prolific writer, a polemicist rather than a historian, who was al- 
ways ready to distort and invent evidence against his enemy. 

The studies of Stalin most often quoted and followed are 
Trotsky’s Stalin: An Appraisal of the Man and His Influence and 
the biography by Boris Souvarine, a contemporary French com- 
munist, who was sympathetic to Trotsky and equally inspired by 
hatred of his subject. 

Prominent among Trotsky’s supporters and sympathizers in the 
West has been Isaac Deutscher, whose emotional and intellectual 
kinship with him found expression in a three-volume biography. 
Deutscher also wrote an interesting and scholarly biography of 
Stalin, but in it he closely followed Trotsky’s interpretation. 
Others, too, and notably Professor E. H. Carr, a leading authority 
on the Revolution and the early Stalinist era, have tended to fol- 
low Trotsky’s line. 

While Stalin has been execrated, Lenin has been deified. In the 
Soviet Union, of course, the idolatry of Lenin has reached scarcely 
credible heights. But in the West, too, many writers, Souvarine 
and Deutscher in particular, have portrayed Lenin with strong 
and uncritical admiration. Although a great revolutionary leader, 
Lenin had many shortcomings and was far from infallible. At 
times he was no more than an unscrupulous politician, intent on 
power. Moreover, it was he who fostered the terror, forced labor 
camps, suppression of all opposition, monolithic organization of 
party and state, and other aspects of the Soviet system, which are 
anathema to Western liberal opinion and which are popularly at- 
tributed to Stalin. Nevertheless, the elevation of Lenin seems to 
require the denigration of Stalin, although they were both the cre- 
ators of the Soviet Union, and Stalin’s contribution was by no 
means the less important. 

Soviet dissidents condemn Stalin, but are divided over Lenin. 
Roy Medvedev, who still resides in the Soviet Union and remains 
a convinced communist and follower of Lenin, holds that Stalin 
was wholly responsible for the aberrations of Soviet rule. His book 
Let History Judge is a sustained attempt to indict Stalinism. Sol- 





Preface xiii 
zhenitsyn maintains that the policies of Stalin and the communist 
system itself are alien to Russian life, and indeed are evil aberra- 
tions, engendered by Lenin and the party. He is close to the 
Slavophiles in demanding a retum to the traditions of Orthodox 
Russia and apparently to the idealized old Muscovy of Tsar Alek- 
sei Mikhailovich. Both interpretations are in my view unac- 
ceptable, as I have sought to show in this biography. 

Attempts by Western historians to understand and portray 
Stalin are usually strangled by ethical principles and moral indig- 
nation. They start from the premise that he was a despot who 
thrived on doing evil and whose sole concern was to satisfy his 
lust for power. They are unwilling in general to admit that he had 
any other purpose or indeed that he had abilities of any kind ex- 
cept perhaps cunning and ruthlessness, 

Richard Pipes, professor of Russian history at Harvard Univer- 
sity, for whose learning I have great respect, provides striking 
evidence of the almost willful refusal or inability of Western aca- 
demics to write about Stalin dispassionately. Thus he has stated 
that “Stalin possessed no statesmanlike talents of any kind,” that 
“Stalin’s supreme gift,” the ability to penetrate the worst side of 
human nature, “was ultimately negative,” and that he encouraged 
Hitler to embark on war and, having done so, “entrusted the 
major strategic decisions to professional soldiers like Zhukov.” 
These and similar judgments are in my view so contrary to the 
facts as to be perverse, but they are representative of much that 
has been written about him in the West. 


The rise to power and rule of Iosif Stalin forms one of the most 
extraordinary chapters in world history. Parentage, environment, 
and childhood contribute nothing to an understanding of his 
character and his life. There were many handicaps to his attaining 
eminence of any kind. He was small, undistinguished in appear- 
ance, pock-marked, and with physical disabilities. He was not a 
Russian, but a Georgian and of the humblest parentage. He had 
had a sound education, but within the strictly conservative limits 
of an Orthodox seminary. From these inauspicious beginnings his 
career followed an upward trajectory until he was absolute ruler 
over a nation of more than 200 million people. 
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The qualities that set him over other men and made him the ar- 
biter of their destinies were his great and highly disciplined intelli- 
gence, his single-mindedness, his implacable will, his courage, and 
his ruthlessness. Although his formal education had been limited, 
he read widely. He studied the history of Russia and other coun- 
tries and was mindful of the past in the formulation of policy, in 
day-by-day government, and in the conduct of the war. He ac- 
quired a considerable expertise in many fields and could pass from 
one subject to another with mastery, and he forgot nothing. 

From the time when as a young man he became a revolutionary 
and then a Bolshevik, he was single-minded in his dedication to 
Marxism-Leninism. But this was to merge with another obsessive 
loyalty. Living and working in Russia, he became a Russian. He 
identified himself completely with his adopted country, and devel- 
oped as an essentially Russian autocrat. 

In his dedication to the two causes of Russia and of Marxism- 
Leninism he became possessed by the conviction that he was a 
man of history; he was destined to rule Russia and, following the 
dogma of Marxism-Leninism, to make her secure and powerful 
and to create a new society. No sacrifice was too great for this 
cause, and in some future time the Russian people would reap re- 
wards in the form of peace, justice, and plenty. The policy of “so- 
cialism in one country,” the campaigns of industrialization and 
collectivization, the successive five-year plans, and even the purges 
were directed to this purpose. All who opposed him or were sus- 
pected of opposing him in history’s grand design were enemies 
and must be eliminated. 

As a man Stalin was remarkable and at times bewildering. Not- 
withstanding his popular reputation, he was human. He was sensi- 
tive to the feelings of others and capable of great warmth. He pos- 
sessed charm and a lively sense of humor. He tried to be a father 
to his children, but failed. In his personal life he was highly 
moral, almost puritanical. His way of life was simple, devoid of 
luxury of any kind. He was a lonely man. But his sympathetic 
qualities were usually overbome by his chronic mistrust and suspi- 
cion, by outbursts of savage temper, and by his ruthlessness. Para- 
doxically he was not a cruel man—he did not derive pleasure from 
inflicting suffering on others—but he was inhuman in his readiness 
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to sacrifice human life on a vast scale to enforce his policies and 
achieve his purpose. 

Between Stalin and the Western leaders there was a funda- 
mental difference of outlook. The liberalism and humanitarianism 
proclaimed in the West struck him as unrealistic for his people, 
who were not ready for such luxuries. But the humanitarian prin- 
ciples of the Western leaders struck him also as hypocritical. For 
example, they made an arbitrary distinction between war and 
peace, which he did not accept. Russia was, he considered, in a 
state of war not only while hostilities raged against Germany but 
throughout his life. Churchill evidently accepted the needless 
massacre of 135,000 men, women, and children in Dresden, be- 
cause it was carried out in time of war. Truman did not hesitate 
to drop the atom bomb on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, although not 
essential to victory over Japan. But they were incensed by the 
death of twelve to fourteen thousand Polish officers and men who 
were anti-Russian and a real danger to the nation, and by the 
elimination of dissidents, who might undermine Stalin’s rule. 
Over such incidents, as over the treatment of Poland and other 
major issues, a wide division in outlook was apparent between 
Stalin and the Western leaders. 


Certain Russian traditions, evolved since the formation of Mus- 
covy, have had an impressive continuity in Russia’s history, endur- 
ing into the twentieth century. Stalin, his outlook, and his rule 
were firmly rooted in these traditions. In a brief prologue I have 
indicated the most deeply ingrained and important of these histor- 
ical factors, which have direct relevance to this study. 


In years to come controversy will no doubt continue to rage 
over Stalin. But I hope there will be more studies of the positive 
and dynamic aspects of his rule. Soviet Russia today is a super- 
power with a Navy probably already larger than the United States 
Navy, an Army certainly larger, and a weapon capacity at least 
equal. Stalin was the architect and creator of this military and eco- 
nomic might, which has been achieved within an astonishingly 
brief span of years. 

One of Stalin’s basic objectives was always to overcome Russia’s 














xvi Preface 


weakness and backwardness, and to establish her equality with the 
West. Full achievement of this purpose has come only some years 
after his death. It was perhaps most strikingly symbolized at Salt 
II in Vladivostok in November 1974. As Raymond L. Garthoff 
has observed: “The most fundamental political objective [of the 
Russians] has been American recognition of parity of the U.S.S.R. 
with the U.S.—parity in the broadest political and political-mili- 
tary as well as strategic sense, spelling an end to the U.S.S.R.’s in- 
feriority in its relations with the United States,” and in Vladivos- 
tok this acknowledgment was formally achieved. 

Power politics and the need for a balance of power are as rele- 
vant to the world of the late twentieth century as they have been 
in previous centuries. But they are often obscured by problems of 
human rights, of developing countries, and kindred matters of real 
and urgent concern. The West is particularly involved in these 
fields, and it is salutary to bear in mind that such matters are not 
the Soviet priorities. Machiavelli, whose The Prince Stalin is said 
to have studied closely, argued that political policies and behavior 
should be considered apart from Christian morality. Stalin fol- 
lowed this precept and was concerned with political realities apart 
from ideology, and his policies are still the policies of the Soviet 
Union. It is in understanding these policies and the national atti- 
tudes informing them that the study of the man and his era is par- 
ticularly relevant and important. 

This study is, then, an attempt to lift its subject from a morass 
of distortion, prejudice, and obfuscation in which it has become 
buried. I have sought to present briefly Stalin’s life, his objectives 
and outlook, and, so far as possible with the scant material availa- 
ble, to portray the man. I have not tried to extenuate or even less 
to justify the inhumanities of his rule: They are well documented. 
But I have eschewed moral judgments and I have not obtruded 
my own political views, although as one born and brought up in 
the traditions of the rule of law and of parliamentary govemment 
I find Marxist dogma totally unacceptable and the outlook of 
most Marxists abhorrent. Thus I have tried to understand and 
portray Stalin in his own Russian context. I hope that I may have 
avoided at least in some degree what Marc Bloch described as 
“that Satanic enemy of history, the mania for making judgments.” 
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Stalin himself, who was prone to invoke the name of the deity, 
would probably have said: “That is for God.” 


Stalin and his Russia present a vast and challenging field of 
study. The difficulties of the historian are, however, greatly in- 
creased by both the lack of materials and the unreliability of so 
much of what is available. Nothing is known about certain pe- 
riods of his life. Speculation and rumor fill the vacuums. 

Stalin himself was exceedingly reticent. Apparently he took no 
interest in history’s verdict. Roosevelt was much concerned about 
his place in history. Hitler, too, worried about history’s verdict. 
Churchill wrote voluminously to record, explain, and justify his 
actions for posterity. Stalin made no attempt to do so. He had a 
public and a private persona. The adulations of the personality 
cult concerned his public persona. The official biographies, pub- 
lished in his lifetime, by Yaroslavsky, Beria, Barbusse, and others, 
are also part of the cult. If, as Khrushchev stated, he carefully re- 
vised the official short biography to ensure that he was described 
in terms of the cult, this, too, was a matter of his public persona 
and part of the panoply of power. But he wrote nothing about 
himself, his private thoughts and motives. No one knew him, but 
there were those who glimpsed aspects of the man. The historian 
must rely on the official records, his speeches, and articles, and the 
writings of others. 

Most of the material published in the West on Stalin has been 
written by those hostile or with a strong bias against him. Trotsky 
and Souvarine have been mentioned. This material is interesting 
and often of great value, but it must be treated with caution. 
Often it is tendentious and unverifiable. If the rules of evidence, 
followed in a British court of law, were applied, much would be 
held inadmissible. 

An example is the oft-quoted statement, alleged to have been 
made by Stalin who “one summer night in 1923, opening his 
heart to Dzerzhinsky and Kamenev,” said, “To choose one’s vic- 
tim, to prepare one’s plans minutely, to slake an implacable venge- 
ance, and then to go to bed . . . There is nothing sweeter in the 
world.” Apart from the circumstances that this hearsay evidence 
was recorded with reservation by Souvarine, who had presumably 
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been told by Kamenev, both the wording of the remark and the 
idea of Stalin “opening his heart” to these two men seem to me 
wholly out of character. The remark is normally quoted as a fact. 

Khrushchev’s speech to the Twentieth Party Congress and the 
two volumes of his memoirs are full of interest, but they, too, 
must be treated with extreme caution. He was concerned only to 
demote Stalin, while promoting and justifying himself, and he 
went to great lengths to do so. While he was in power, there was 
increasing emphasis on his military leadership during World War 
II, when he was a political kommissar. The six-volume History of 
the Great Patriotic War of the Soviet Union 1941-1945, pub- 
lished in 1961-65, contains a mass of valuable factual material, 
but also, while lauding Khrushchev’s comparatively unimportant 
role, it makes only marginal critical mention of Stalin. Since his 
fall from power, Khrushchev’s military genius has been forgotten, 
and Brezhnev’s insignificant role in the war is being inflated. The 
denigration of Stalin has been halted, however, and tribute is 
again being paid to his wartime leadership and to other aspects of 
his rule. 

While Stalin was alive, Russian generals did not presume to 
publish memoirs. The official version was that Stalin, as the great 
leader and Supreme Commander in Chief, had led Soviet Russia 
to victory. The memoirs of generals might be seen to detract from 
this version, and Stalin himself would have disapproved of them 
also as self-glorification by individual generals. They had, in fact, 
received considerable recognition in the form of decorations, pro- 
motion, and the great salutes which had celebrated their victories 
at the time, and, with the exception of Zhukov, they had retained 
positions of prominence. 

After the Twentieth Party Congress in 1956 Soviet generals, 
anxious like their Western counterparts to recount their wartime 
exploits, to promote and justify their actions, hastened into print. 
So numerous were the memoirs that an American academic, Se- 
weryn Bialer, published an anthology with copious notes and com- 
mentary. This was the time of de-Stalinization and many wrote 
about Stalin’s errors and lack of military training. Indeed, the em- 
phasis was on his mistakes, and his positive direction was passed 
over in silence, although all made clear that as Supreme Com- 
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mander he maintained contro! over all fronts and major opera- 
tions. Since the first spate of memoirs, however, the pendulum has 
swung towards a limited recognition of his role. In this study I 
have relied almost entirely on the memoirs of Zhukov, Rokos- 
sovsky, and Shtemenko, and on Vasilevsky’s articles, for these 
men worked closely with Stalin. 

Wester leaders, officials, and service chiefs have provided 
glimpses which contribute towards a portrait of the man. The 
memoirs of Hopkins, Churchill, and Harriman have special value, 
as have the occasional insights of Birse, the interpreter. Most im- 
portant of all, of course, in the portrayal of Stalin the man is his 
daughter’s book Twenty Letters to a Friend, which impresses me 
as spontaneous and truthful. I have drawn on it heavily. Mrs. 
Alliluyeva’s second book, Only One Year, falls in a different cate- 
gory. It was written in the United States after she had broken her 
links with her country, and in its judgments on her father it surely 
bears many marks of the influence of the new friends she had 
made in the West. They included Mr. Kennan and others who 


read the manuscript of the book, and whose basic interpretations 
of Stalin I reject. It remains only to note that hers was the final 
betrayal of her father, who might have said, in the words of King 
Lear, 


How sharper than a serpent’s tooth it is 
To have a thankless child! 
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Why, man, he doth bestride the narrow world 
Like a Colossus . . . 


The evil that men do lives after them; 
The good is oft interred with their bones . . . 


William Shakespeare, Julius Caesar 


PROLOGUE 





The Russian Tradition 


Certain features of Stalin’s rule, which are alien to Western con- 
cepts, have been rooted in the history and outlook of the Russian 
people for centuries. They are part of the Russian tradition to 
which he was heir and which he maintained for the same reasons 
as his predecessors. 

The most important of these traditions have been the suprem- 
acy of the state; the absolute power of the autocrat, who was the 
embodiment of the state, over the lives, property, and thoughts of 
all subjects from the highest in the land to the lowest; the feeling 
of vulnerability; the secretiveness and mistrust, especially of for- 
eigners from the West; the sense of superiority and of messianism; 
the sensitivity to criticism; and the brutalized exercise of author- 
ity. Western travelers who visited the country in the reign of Ivan 
the Terrible, and observers of Stalin’s Russia, have noted the same 
features. Their observations convey a sense of the continuity, even 
changelessness, of Russia’s history. 


The history of Russia is an epic of the unending struggle to set- 
tle the vast Eurasian plain. An extreme climate of long, very cold 
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winters and short hot summers, an expansive plain with no natu- 
ral defense barriers, and a network of mighty rivers dictated the 
conditions in which the nation was established. But it has been a 
beleaguered nation, existing on the frontiers between Europe and 
Asia, between settled and nomadic peoples, and under constant 
attack. 

In the West the peoples have striven after wealth and political 
and economic rights. The first concern of the Russians in every 
generation has been for the defense of their country and their 
families against the invader. Invasion and war have shaped their 
outlook and their political system. They have accepted complete 
subordination to the state as they have accepted the absolute 
power of their autocrat, primarily because national survival de- 
manded a centralized state and a ruler able to mobilize every 
human and other resource for defense. 


Kievan Rus, the first step towards nationhood, endured for 
some three and a half centuries. But it could not stand against the 
destructive waves of Pechenegs, Cumans, and other nomadic 
tribes from Asia, or against the pressures of the Germanic tribes, 
driving the Lithuanians and Letts before them in the north. In 
search of security the Russians moved into Galicia and Belorussia, 
but their main migration was to the forest lands of the upper 
Volga and Oka rivers. There Moscow became the center of the 
new Russian nation. Then in the thirteenth century came the 
Mongol invasion. 

The horde of Genghis Khan swept across the Eurasian plain, 
destroying all in its path. The shock of Mongol ferocity and the 
experience of Mongol rule in the course of the following two cen- 
turies made a profound and lasting impression on the Russians 
and on the emerging state of Muscovy. The authority of the 
Great Khan was enforced mercilessly. The Yasa, embodying the 
military and civil laws of the Mongol Empire, prescribed death as 
the penalty for most breaches of the law. Failure to pay taxes or 
to provide the required number of recruits and, worst of all, rebel- 
lion, brought prompt and savage retribution. Servile obedience 
was demanded of the Russians and other subject peoples. 

In the fifteenth century the Grand Princes of Moscow threw off 
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the Mongol yoke. But they had the formidable task of es- 
tablishing the new Russian nation. It involved defending their 
lands, while reconquering the territory inhabited by Orthodox 
Russians but under foreign rule, and colonizing the vast lands to 
the south and east. Muscovy was under constant attack by the 
Khanate of Kazan, until Tsar Ivan IV conquered it in 1552, and 
by the Swedes, Poles, Lithuanians, and Germans in the west. 

During these years, however, the most constant and debilitating 
drain on the strength of the young Russian nation was the unceas- 
ing war against the Tatars of the Crimean Khanate, behind whom 
stood their suzerain, the mighty Ottoman Empire. In their fre- 
quent, and in some periods annual, attacks, the Tatars appeared 
suddenly from the steppes, plundering and destroying, but con- 
centrating mainly on taking captives to sell as slaves in the mar- 
kets of the Mediterranean. Regularly the Russians manned their 
defenses, which in places were no more than a hundred miles 
south of Moscow. Gradually they established defense posts and 
fortified towns along this southern frontier and pressed south- 
wards, 

This struggle against the Tatars dominated Russia’s history for 
nearly three centuries. The Russian historian Klyuchevsky ob- 
served: “If one thinks of the amount of time and the material 
and spiritual forces consumed in this wearying, violent, and pain- 
ful pursuit of the steppe predator, one can hardly ask what the 
people of Eastern Europe were doing while Western Europe was 
achieving its triumphs in industry and commerce, in social life, in 
the arts and the sciences.” 

The Crimean Khanate was finally conquered and in 1783 incor- 
porated into the Russian Empire. The invasions and wars which 
had characterized Russia’s history became more intermittent. But 
early in the nineteenth century Napoleon invaded Russia. A terri- 
ble battle was fought at Borodino, and the French occupied Mos- 
cow, which was partially destroyed by fire. In the twentieth cen- 
tury Russia has experienced two devastating invasions by the 
Germans. 

The tragedies of war have been alive in the memories of all 
Russians throughout their history. It is doubtful whether any 
other nation has suffered so constantly from the horrors of inva- 
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sion. The long experience has implanted in the people a sense of 
vulnerability and of menace to their homelands. It is indeed 
difficult for Anglo-Saxons, whether in Britain or America, who 
have long enjoyed security, to understand the pressures of military 
service and the unending terror and tragedy of such a history. 


“No people in the world have a greater veneration for their 
prince than the Muscovites who from their infancy are taught to 
speak of the Tsar as of God Himself,” observed Adam Olearius, a 
seventeenth-century visitor. 

The Tsar was surrounded with the magnificence and ceremonial 
of Byzantium. He was not merely an object of worship. He was 
vested with the same absolute power as the Mongol Khans. His 
subjects were his slaves who owed him service and obedience. The 
Mongol heritage was reinforced and in some ways transformed by 
the influence of Byzantium and the Orthodox Church, which in- 
culcated the doctrine of Caesaropapism. The Tsar stood as head 
not only of the nation but also of the Church, and was God’s 
vicar on earth. Briefly during the Time of Troubles (1605-13), 
when the Rurikid dynasty became extinct, when the Poles in- 
vaded the country and occupied Moscow, and Muscovy was re- 
duced to anarchy, the faith of the people in the divine authority 
of their Tsars was shaken. But it revived quickly with the estab- 
lishment of the Romanov dynasty in 1613. The tradition of vener- 
ation, servility, and absolute obedience to the Tsar was to endure 
without basic change until the Revolution in 1917. In this tradi- 
tion were rooted the deification of Lenin and the power and wor- 
ship of Stalin. 

The chief function of the Tsar was to mobilize men and re- 
sources for defense. The people had to be organized on military 
lines to ensure that forces were ready on the southern frontiers 
and against enemies in the west. The country was vast and the 
process of colonizing the lands to the east and south meant that 
the population was scattered. A system evolved whereby everyone 
was in complete bondage to the autocrat. It was based on what 
was in effect the nationalization of the land, which was granted to 
the serving nobility on the condition of their service. It followed 
from the granting of these pomestie, or service estates, that the 
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peasants, too, were bound to the land. Serfdom developed during 
the seventeenth century into a system of bondage, akin to slavery. 
All including the nobility were the slaves, or kholopi, of the Tsar. 

In enforcing service and tax-paying obligations in a country 
so immense and sparsely populated, the state applied savage 
methods, derived from the Mongols. Execution, flogging with the 
knout or batogi, which could cause death, and other cruel punish- 
ments were commonplace. All subjects of the Tsar were liable to 
the same treatment. Only in the later eighteenth century were the 
nobility and the priesthood granted immunity from flogging. Exile 
and hard labor in Siberia became common sentences in the nine- 
teenth century. 

The Tsar’s special police, who began in 1565 with the Oprich- 
niki of Tsar Ivan IV and developed as the Okhrana and the Third 
Section of His Majesty's Own Chancery, were ubiquitous. Through- 
out their history the Russians, acknowledging their complete sub- 
servience to the Tsar, accepted the punishments meted out in his 
name. The methods of enforcing authority brutalized the nation, 
but aroused no protest. Indeed, the Russians felt a fervent patriot- 
ism and an exalted love for their country and its regime, believing 
that it was superior to those of other countries. It was an outlook 
which astonished Western travelers, who were appalled by the 
bondage, brutal treatment, and impoverished conditions endured 
by the mass of the people. 

Nikolai Karamzin, the leading Russian historian of the early 
nineteenth century, wrote: “Our ancestors, while assimilating 
many advantages which were to be found in foreign customs, 
never lost the conviction that an Orthodox Russian was the most 
perfect citizen and Holy Rus was the foremost state in the world. 
Let this be called a delusion. Yet how much it did to strengthen 
the patriotism and the moral fibre of the nation.” Karamzin him- 
self did not consider this idea of superiority a delusion, nor did 
the great mass of the Russian people. 


The Russians of Kiev and Novgorod had had close ties of 
trade and culture with the West. Then for nearly 250 years 
(1240-1480) they were under the yoke of the Mongol Khans, and 
were isolated. They knew nothing of the Renaissance, the Refor- 
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mation, the explorations, and the scientific discoveries which 
transformed the West. Painfully in the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries the Tsars awakened to Russia’s backwardness, especially 
in the arts of war. The English merchants who made their way to 
Muscovy were welcomed by Tsar Ivan IV, because he needed 
Western military expertise. Peter the Great (1682-1725), who 
fought against Russia’s backwardness and isolation throughout his 
reign, was primarily interested in Western naval and military tech- 
niques. He recognized, however, that Russia’s security could not 
rest on military might alone, but must be rooted in economic 
strength and efficient government. 

The Western influence, which swept into Russia in the seven- 
teenth and eighteenth centuries, disturbed the people. They re- 
garded all that came from the West with the deepest suspicion. 
They knew nothing about the countries beyond their frontiers and 
were not allowed to travel. The Western experts, engaged in the 
Tsar’s service, were obliged to live in the “Foreign Quarter” out- 
side Moscow, so that they would not contaminate Orthodox peo- 
ple. Staunchly conservative Muscovites held to their practices and 
traditions, believing them to be superior. 

The Orthodox Church strengthened them in this conviction. 
The Russians received Christianity from Byzantium towards the 
end of the tenth century. The new faith took deep root among 
them and profoundly influenced their outlook. The Mongol Khans 
had been tolerant of Christianity, and during their occupation the 
Russian church had developed vigorously. It played a momentous 
role in the founding of the Russian nation, and, while acknowl- 
edging the primacy of Constantinople as the center of Orthodox 
Christendom, it became strongly nationalistic. 

In 1453 Constantinople fell to the infidel Turk. Already inde- 
pendent, the Russian church assumed the role of heir. The legend 
of Moscow as the Third Rome was fostered and became for the 
devout Russians an article of faith. This legend enhanced the au- 
thority and standing of the autocrat and the renown of Moscow. 
It also gave expression to the Russian sense of mission. Their 
church was the sole guardian of the true Christian faith. They 
would lead the nations of the world, and specifically of the West, 
to unity, brotherhood, and salvation. 








The Russian Tradition 7 


In the twentieth century this messianism could no longer be ex- 
pressed in terms of Orthodox Christianity or of Moscow—the 
Third Rome. Marxism-Leninism became the creed of which the 
Russians purported to be the guardians for the peoples of the 
West and of the world. 

Along with their claim to possession of the true dogma, the 
Russians have continued to regard themselves as bearing a mission 
to lead and protect Western civilization. Russia, they have long 
asserted, shielded the West against the Mongol horde of Genghis 
Khan, against the Tatars of the Crimea, and the Turks. 

This sense of mission is as strong today as in the past. In World 
War II Russia saved the West by defeating the fascist powers. Ac- 
cording to Soviet pronouncements, Russians were fighting not 
only to defend their own country “but to free the peoples of 
Europe from fascism, to save the world from its barbarism and 
bestiality.” Claims of this kind are characteristic, and they express 
the sense of messianic mission to lead and convert, which has 
been embedded in the Russian outlook since the fifteenth cen- 


tury. 


“Russia is a European power,” declared Catherine the Great, 
and she went on to state that Russia had always been a European 
country. The statement was frequently debated in the nineteenth 
century and remains a matter of contention. Whether true or not, 
the fact is that Russia has always differed strikingly in social 
values and traditions from the West. Visitors have always ex- 
pressed astonishment and horror at the bondage, brutality, secre- 
tiveness and suspicion, the messianism, and other aspects of Rus- 
sian life. Also they have usually shown a sense of superiority and 
at times an arrogant condescension, while George F. Kennan and 
other twentieth-century writers have displayed a lofty moral disap- 
probation towards many Russian practices. 

The Russians have always been sensitive to criticism and to 
being patronized. Indeed, Stalin complained about the superior 
attitude of British naval officers, serving in North Russia during 
the war, towards the Red Navy. Westem attitudes of moral supe- 
riority have helped intensify the mistrust, secretiveness, and even 
hostility of Russians towards foreigners. Moreover, as Vasily Klyu- 
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chevsky observed, they have felt that Westerners have never ap- 
preciated the long bitter struggle for survival and the other factors 
that have hampered Russian development. Western attitudes 
have, in fact, helped fortify the Russian sense of their own special 
strength and mission. 

In their attitude to the West the Russians have been divided. 
The Westernizers, represented by Peter the Great and symbolized 
by his city of St. Petersburg, have sought to discard most of the 
conservative Muscovite traditions, to reform Russia, and to join 
fully in the Western community of nations. The Slavophiles, 
sometimes known as the Muscovites, embracing the great mass of 
the nation, have cherished the old traditions and asserted their be- 
lief in the innate superiority of the Russian people in their 
strength and their moral values. They have sought minimal rela- 
tions with the West, convinced that Russia would develop in her 
own way to strength and world leadership. The conflict between 
these views has been consistently reflected in the rivalry between 
Moscow and St. Petersburg. 

In adopting Russia as his country, Stalin absorbed the outlook 
and traditions of the Muscovites and their faith in the destiny of 
the Russian nation. 
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First Years 
1879-88 


Iosif Vissarionovich Dzhugashvili, known in history as Iosif Sta- 
lin, was born on December 9 (21), 1879, in the ancient Georgian 
town of Gori. Situated on the banks of the swift-flowing Kura 
River and surrounded by hills, Gori is the center of a beautiful 
district of the Tiflis province, in which the valleys are renowned 
for vineyards, wheat fields, and orchards. It is part of the region, 
known to the ancient Greeks as Colchis, where Jason and the Ar- 
gonauts quested for the Golden Fleece. In these idyllic surround- 
ings Iosif spent his boyhood. 

Vissarion, his father, came from the village of Didi-Lilo, near 
Tiflis, where his parents, like their forebears, had been peasant- 
serfs. For Vissarion emancipation meant that he was free to fol- 
low his trade as a cobbler. Around 1870 he moved to Gori, where 
in 1874 he married Ekaterina Georgievna Geladze, daughter of a 
serf family from a nearby village. She was about eighteen years of 
age, some five years younger than her husband. They were humble 
working people, poor and illiterate. They set up home in a modest 
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domik in Soborovaya Street near the main cathedral in Gori. It 
comprised a front porch and two rooms with brick floors and also 
a basement. The main room was about fifteen feet square and 
poorly lit by one window. It was furnished with a small table, four 
stools, a small buffet with a samovar, a mirror, a trunk holding 
their belongings, and a plank bed with straw mattress. Steps led 
down to the cellar, where Ekaterina probably cooked on an open 
fire. By Russian standards of the day it was by no means untypical 
accommodation for a poor family. 

In this house Ekaterina bore three children, all of whom died in 
infancy. The fourth child was Iosif, and on him, her Soso or 
Soselo, the affectionate diminutives of Iosif, she lavished her love 
and care. 

Information about Vissarion is scanty. He was apparently un- 
successful in earning a living as a cobbler. In 1885 he returned to 
Tiflis, taking a job in a shoe factory belonging to an Armenian 
named Adelkhanov, where he had worked for a time before his 
marriage. 

Stalin referred only once publicly to his father when he pointed 
out that as a cobbler his father was not a true proletarian since he 
still had a petty bourgeois mentality.2 He made one other public 
mention of his childhood and his parents. This was in December 
1931 when he gave an interview to Emil Ludwig, the popular bi- 
ographer of the time. To the question “What impelled you to be- 
come an oppositionist? Was it perhaps bad treatment by your par- 
ents?” Stalin answered, “No. My parents were uneducated, but 
they did not treat me badly by any means,”® This statement 
conflicts with other accounts of his childhood.‘ 

Iosif Iremashvili, one of Iosif’s boyhood friends, described Vis- 
sarion as thick-set in build, with black eyebrows and mustache, 
stern and irascible in temperament. He was said to have been a 
drunkard. Georgians had a reputation for drinking heavily. In 
Georgia and in Russia “drunk as a cobbler” was a common expres- 
sion. 

Iremashvili, writing years later and with the hindsight and bias 
of an émigré, observed that “undeserved and frightful beatings 
made the boy as grim and heartless as was his father.”5 
Stalin’s daughter, Svetlana, relates that her father told her how 
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in defense of his mother “one day he threw a knife at his fa- 
ther. The father rushed after him screaming and neighbours hid 
the boy.”® 

His mother, Ekaterina, was the dominant person in his child- 
hood. When young she was apparently an attractive, red-headed 
woman. Like her husband, she spoke only Georgian, but in later 
years she learned to read and at least to write her name in Russian 
in order to be worthy of her son. He was the center of her life. 
Since her husband drank what he eamed or could not earn 
enough to keep them, she had to “slave day and night to make 
ends meet in her poor household.”? After Vissarion had gone to 
Tiflis, it was probably easier, for she had to care only for herself 
and Iosif. She washed clothes, baked bread, cleaned, and sewed. 
She kept him clothed and well fed, so that he grew into a strong 
healthy boy with exceptional energy and stamina. 

Ekaterina was deeply religious, but it was also for social reasons 
that she decided that Iosif should enter the priesthood. The 
emancipation of the serfs had opened the gates of the theological 
colleges to peasant boys of exceptional ability. Ordained as a 
priest, he would marry and have charge of a parish; he would 
move up in the world and, while serving God, he would enjoy ease 
and security such as she had never known. This was her consum- 
ing ambition for her son, and she worked hard to achieve it. 

Gori boasted four schools, including the elementary theological 
school in which Ekaterina managed to enroll her son. At this time 
he spoke only Georgian, and she arranged for him to have lessons 
in Russian, the indispensable language. Also she obtained for him 
a monthly allowance of three rubles. She eamed ten rubles as a 
laundress and cleaner at the school. On this meager income she 
maintained herself and Iosif during the next five years. 

Two events threatened her plans with disaster. In 1886 Iosif be- 
came desperately ill with smallpox. His tough constitution pulled 
him through, but his face was always to be deeply pock-marked. 
The second threat was the opposition of her husband, who was 
determined to apprentice the boy to his father’s trade. “You want 
my son to be a priest, a church official, don’t you?” he expostu- 
lated. “You'll never live to see it happen! Yes, I’m a cobbler and 
my son will be a cobbler like me.”® 
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One day, probably in 1889, Vissarion came to Gori and took his 
son away to the Adelkhanov factory in Tiflis. It was a stormy fam- 
ily event. His wife and neighbors tried to dissuade him, but he stub- 
bornly insisted that his son must be apprenticed in the shoe fac- 
tory. Details of the struggle over Iosif’s future are not known, but 
Ekaterina had the last word, for the boy returned to school in 
Gori. ® 

Stalin never mentioned this episode, and indeed his silence gen- 
erally about his father may have been due to the hatred that he 
felt for this man who had beaten him and his mother, and had 
shamed them both by his drunkenness. Though he was only eleven 
years old when his father died in 1890, stabbed to death in a 
drunken brawl, his experiences probably left only grim memories. 

For his mother he felt a strong and enduring love. She was a 
woman of high principles, puritanical in outlook, and stubbom. 
She was strict and beat him at times, but no doubt she also in- 
dulged him. As a boy he was close to her and appreciated that her 
life was hard. It was to become extremely lonely: The son whom 
she adored went to Tiflis at the age of fifteen. He came home to 
her for short periods during the next five years, but then he virtu- 
ally passed out of her life. She was to hear about him constantly, 
but by then he belonged to another world; he had become the 
great leader and ruler of Russia, remote from Georgia and even 
more remote from the simple surroundings of her life. 

Ekaterina remained a devout woman of simple, even austere, 
tastes. Stalin spoke of her as “an intelligent woman” although 
uneducated, and he respected her, too, for her upright character. 
Concerned about her lonely way of life, he persuaded her to move 
to Moscow, and for a short time she stayed in the Kremlin. But 
the change was too great. She returned to the quiet warmth and 
the familiar ways of Georgia. 

A photograph, taken in 1932, shows the face of an old lady in 
black Georgian costume. The mouth is firm and sensitive, but the 
expression of the eyes is sad and bewildered.2° Two years later 
when her grandchildren paid her a visit, they found her half- 
seated on a narrow iron cot in her small room in the old palace in 
Tiflis; she had been offered more luxurious accommodation, but 
this was her choice. The grandchildren had little communication 
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with her, because only one of them understood Georgian. Their 
visit apparently moved her deeply, for she was in tears much of 
the time.! 

She never understood the high office of her son and the adula- 
tion surrounding him. When he went to see her shortly before she 
died, she said to him, “What a pity you never became a priest!”!? 
It was the great regret of her life. Stalin used to recount the 
remark with approval of “her scorn for what he’d accomplished, 
for the clamour and world glory.”18 He, too, was little concerned 
with the panoply of high office, and like her he was also austere 
in his way of life. In 1936, aged about eighty, she died. 
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The Georgian Schoolboy 
1885-94 


Iosif spent five years at the Gori Theological School. His mother 
no doubt impressed on him the need to work hard, but he was by 
nature fiercely competitive; he had to excel and to prove himself 
better than others. He was naturally intelligent and gifted with an 
exceptional memory. His marks were always high, and he was 
regarded as the “best student,” leaving the school in July 1894, 
aged fourteen, with a certificate of honor. The school authorities 
recommended him for a place in the Tiflis Theological Seminary. 
For the son of a humble family whose father’s drunkenness and 
sordid death were doubtless known to the priests, the recom- 
mendation was a mark of faith in the boy’s ability and future. 
Iremashvili described Iosif as being at this time thin and wiry 
with aquiline nose and narrow pock-marked face, his eyes dark, 
lively, and disturbing. Although small in build he was strong and 
the best wrestler in the school. But he was “different from other 
children,” and disliked for his surly bullying manner.? Like many 
men of ability who are small physically and suffer from poverty, 
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lowly birth, or physical disability, he was aggressive and eager to 
assert himself.? Iremashvili wrote that “as a child and youth he 
was a good friend so long as one submitted to his imperious will.”* 

While he was at school in Gori, Iosif fell seriously ill again. 
This time it was blood poisoning, which affected his left arm. 
Speaking of this illness years later to his sister-in-law, Anna Alli- 
luyeva, he remarked, “I don’t know what saved me then, my 
strong constitution or the ointment of a village quack.”® It left 
him with a slight shortening and withering of the left arm. 
Trotsky noted that in later years he wore a warm glove on his left 
hand, even at sessions of the Politburo.* This further disability no 
doubt intensified his sense of disadvantage and his need to assert 
himself. 

At school Iosif became a voracious reader and, according to 
Iremashvili, read “almost all the books” in the Gori Library.” 
Emelyan Yaroslavsky stated that at this time he read Marx and 
Darwin and became an atheist. When a schoolfellow spoke of God, 
Iosif cut him short. “You know they deceive us. There is no 
God. . . . Pl lend you a book to read; it will show you that the 
world and all living things are quite different from what you imag- 
ined, and all this talk about God is sheer nonsense.”® This inci- 
dent, if true, probably took place later when as a student at the 
seminary he certainly lost his faith. It is unlikely, too, that Marxist 
ideas were known outside a small circle of intellectuals in Tiflis at 
this time. It was claimed, nevertheless, that Iosif was able to ob- 
tain this and other works from a private bookshop in the town.® 

Two years after he had started at the school there was a drastic 
change in teaching. Georgian had always been the language of in- 
struction, but in 1890, as part of Alexander III’s rigorously en- 
forced policy of Russification, all instruction was given in Russian, 
and Georgian became officially a foreign language, taught in two 
lessons a week.!° 

Vano Ketskhoveli, one of Iosif’s schoolfellows, wrote that “in 
the upper classes of Gori school we became acquainted with Geor- 
gian literature, but we had no mentor to guide our development 
and give a definite direction to our thoughts. Chavchavadze’s 
poem ‘Kako the Robber’ made a deep impression on us. Kazbegi’s 
heroes awakened in our youthful hearts a love for our country and 
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each of us on leaving school was inspired with an eagerness to 
serve his country. But none of us had a clear idea what form this 
service should take.”!2 

This love for their country and its literature was all the more 
understandable because Georgia has a romantic history and a rich 
cultural heritage. Iosif was attracted by the romantic Georgian he- 
roes. He read Shota Rustaveli’s classic, Knight in the Panther’s 
Skin, but was most impressed by Kazbegi’s stories of the mountain 
rebel, Koba (The Implacable). He began to use Koba as a nick- 
name; later it was to be the name he used most frequently until 
about 1910, when he started calling himself Koba Stalin and then 
finally Iosif Stalin. 

The Caucasian isthmus was on one of the ancient invasion 
routes. Scythians, Cimmerians, Greeks, Arabs, Mongols, Turks, 
Persians, and finally the Russians had occupied the land. Georgia, 
like Armenia, the other Christian nation in Transcaucasia, settled 
down under Russian rule. The Georgians saw the Tsar as their 
natural protector against Turks and Persians, and they looked to 
Moscow as the center of Orthodoxy. Moreover, the Georgian nobil- 
ity and gentry were numerous and impoverished. Many seized the 
opportunity to go north, attracted by the glittering court of St. 
Petersburg and the rewards to be won in the Russian service. 

Throughout these centuries, despite the destruction wrought by 
conquerors, the loss of lives in innumerable wars, the insatiable 
demands by Turks, Persians, and others for Caucasian slaves, and 
the migration to the north, Georgians, drawing strength from 
their ancient culture, managed to endure as a nation. 

Georgians tend to be tall and lean with dark complexion and 
black hair. In temperament they are said to be wild, unpredicta- 
ble, impetuous, generous and hospitable, animated in conver- 
sation, a laughing nation of poets and orators, and great drinkers 
of the wines they produce. 

Generalizations about national character are at best approxi- 
mate, but often they contain elements of truth. Iosif, however, 
was utterly untypical except perhaps for certain physical features. 
Early in his career he began to think of himself as a Russian and 
to scomm Georgians, perhaps because they were pleasure-loving, 
ebullient, romantic people who so easily lost touch with reality. 
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The Seminarist 
1894-99 


Tiflis, the capital of Georgia, is in the hot dusty western region of 
the country. It is an ancient city, with spacious squares and ave- 
nues and, leading from them, narrow crooked streets, enclosed by 
crowding flat-roofed houses and bazaars where traders from Tur- 
key and Persia as well as Georgians and Armenians jostled and 
bargained. 

At the tur of the century its population was over 150,000, of 
which the Armenians, Georgians, and Russians were the main ele- 
ments. As the seat of the Tsar’s viceroy and the government cen- 
ter of ‘Transcaucasia, which embraced not only Georgia but also 
parts of Armenia and Azerbaijan, Tiflis was a bustling polyglot city. 

The Russian government, recognizing the importance of Trans- 
caucasia as a frontier zone, had built a military highway to 
strengthen its defenses. But the region was taking on a new eco- 
nomic significance. Oil and mining industries were developing 
rapidly with the aid of foreign capital and expertise. In 1867 work 
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began on a railway from Tiflis to the Black Sea, and the line was 
soon extended from Tiflis to Baku on the Caspian Sea. 

For the fifteen-year-old Iosif the move from Gori to this bus- 
tling city must have been a momentous change. He had always 
lived at home, cared for by his mother, and now he was alone in 
strange surroundings. Ekaterina, too, was alone, but she could 
take pride in the fact that her son had gained a place in the Tiflis 
Theological Seminary, which was held in great respect by Ortho- 
dox Georgians as their foremost institution of higher education. 

Like seminaries in other parts of the Empire, its purpose was 
not only to provide education but also to train its students for the 
religious life. In the second half of the nineteenth century, how- 
ever, a fever of unrest was sweeping through Europe. In Russia it 
erupted with special force in the seminaries. 

By the time of Iosif’s enrollment, the Tiflis seminary had be- 
come a center of opposition to the Russian authorities. In 1885 
Sylvestr Dzhibladze, a student who was to become a revolu- 
tionary leader, was banished to Siberia for assaulting the principal, 
Chudetsky, who had spoken of Georgian as “a language for 
dogs,” and in the following year Chudetsky was murdered by an- 
other student. In March 1890 the students went on strike for a 
week. Late in 1893 Mikhail Tskhakaya and Lado Ketskhoveli, 
both to become active revolutionaries, led another student strike. 
The police closed the seminary, and eighty-seven students were ex- 
pelled.t 

The archives of the Tiflis police, published in 1930, revealed 
that as early as 1873 there were reports of students reading forbid- 
den books, and the works of Darwin, Buckle, Mill, and Cher- 
nyshevsky were mentioned.? A search in the seminary brought to 
light copies of Renan’s La Vie de Jésus and Hugo’s Napoléon le 
Petit. Three teachers were dismissed for their “liberal spirit.” The 
police archives stressed, however, that ardent nationalism rather 
than liberal or revolutionary ideas was the real source of the stu- 
dents’ unrest. ; 

At the time of Iosif’s arrival the principal of the seminary was a 
Russian monk, Germogenes, and the inspector Abashidze, a Geor- 
gian, eager to gain promotion from the Russian authorities. Re- 
membering the murder of Chudetsky, they were concerned for 
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their own safety and alarmed by the rebellious mood of the stu- 
dents. They enforced discipline strictly, and, ever watchful, they 
spied on the students and often searched the dormitories. 

“Locked within barrack walls we felt like prisoners, guiltless of 
any crime, who were forced to spend a long term in jail,” 
Iremashvili wrote. Each day in the seminary followed a rigid rou- 
tine. All gathered in the chapel at 7 a.m. for the lengthy Ortho- 
dox service. Lessons and prayers alternated during the day. With 
special permission, a student might go out for two hours at the 
end of classes, but he had to return by 5 p.m., when the gates were 
locked. Discipline was harsh. The punishment for small mis- 
demeanors was solitary confinement in one of the dark cells in the 
basement. Persecution by the monks, poor food, and lack of fresh 
air and exercise broke the health and spirit of many boys. 

During his first two years in the seminary, Iosif evidently 
impressed his teachers as an able and obedient student. He was 
eighth in class in the first year and fifth in the second. With his 
quick brain and retentive memory he was able to absorb the theo- 
logical training, and he was never to lose his feeling for the 
thythms and poetry of the liturgy and of the New and Old Testa- 
ments. Moreover, the curriculum included mathematics, Greek, 
and Latin as well as Russian literature and history. Although for- 
mal and limited in range, it provided a sound basic education. 

At the same time he was learning the skills and cunning of the 
conspirator. He came to hate the seminary and its monks, and 
what he later called its “humiliating regime.”4 He was readily in- 
fected with the rebellious spirit which was rife among the stu- 
dents. But the monks had no inkling of his real feelings until 
later when he no longer bothered to conceal them. 

Iremashvili, who entered the seminary at the same time, evi- 
dently held Iosif in some awe. He stood apart from his fellow stu- 
dents and was not popular. The boy who in the Gori Theological 
School had felt a desperate need to assert himself over others was 
becoming more formidable. In the grim atmosphere of the semi- 
nary he was discovering his own strength and learning self-dis- 
cipline. 

At this time Iosif began reading more widely.* There was a cir- 
culating library in Tiflis from which he borrowed books. His read- 
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ing embraced not only Georgian poetry but also Russian and West- 
em classics. Gogol, Saltykov-Shchedrin, Chekhov, and Tolstoy 
became his favorite Russian writers. He read translations of Bal- 
zac, Hugo, and Thackeray, whose Vanity Fair made an impression 
on him. He also absorbed books on history, economics, and biol- 
ogy. Noteworthy titles on his list were Darwin’s Descent of Man, 
Feuerbach’s Essence of Christianity, Buckle’s History of Civili- 
zation in England, Spinoza’s Ethics, Letoumeau’s Literary Evolu- 
tion of the Nations, and Mendeleyev’s Chemistry. It was a bold 
reading program for a young theology student. As with the liturgy 
and the Bible, he did not forget what he read. Years later he 
would quote and refer to many of these books. 

Iosif also wrote poetry during his first two years in the seminary. 
He never referred to his verses and neither acknowledged nor de- 
nied authorship. Five poems were published in the second half of 
1893 and the sixth poem in the following year. They were forgot- 
ten until December 1939 when, as part of the celebrations of his 
sixtieth birthday, the Tiflis newspaper, Zarya Vostoka (Dawn of 
the East) reprinted them under the banner heading Stikhi Yunogo 
Stalina (Verses of the Young Stalin). 

The poems are romantic and strongly nationalistic in spirit. He 
dedicated one to the memory of Prince Rafael Eristavi, a popular 
Georgian poet, and in it he expressed his great love of his coun- 
try. The other poem which claims special attention is “To the 
Moon,” an impassioned lyric invoking the Georgian martyrs who 
had fallen to foreign oppressors. If indeed written by Iosif, the 
poems are evidence of his fervor as a Georgian patriot at this 
time. 

In the course of his interview with Stalin, Emil Ludwig men- 
tioned that the Czech statesman T. G. Mazaryk had claimed that 
he had felt himself to be a socialist at the age of six. He then 
asked Stalin what had made him a socialist and when. The reply 
was; “I cannot assert that I was already drawn to socialism at the 
age of six. Not even at the age of ten or twelve. I joined the revo- 
lutionary movement when fifteen years old, when I became con- 
nected with underground groups of Russian Marxists then living 
in Transcaucasia. These groups exerted great influence on me and 
instilled in me a taste for underground Marxist literature. . . . It 
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was a different matter at the Orthodox theological seminary 
which I was then attending. In protest against the outrageous re- 
gime and Jesuitical methods prevalent in the seminary, I was 
ready to become and actually did become a revolutionary, a 
believer in Marxism as a truly revolutionary teaching.”” 

It is more probable, however, that Iosif became a Marxist not 
in 1894 but two or three years later. The harsh regime had cer- 
tainly antagonized him, but he always hated authority imposed on 
him by others. He could not accept opposition or criticism from 
fellow students and retaliated with sarcasm and abuse. Iremash- 
vili considered him to be intensely ambitious and interested not in 
Marxism, but in dominating others.® 

The records of the seminary show that the model student who 
studied diligently during his first and second years was coming 
into conflict with the monks. In November 1896 an assistant su- 
pervisor, Murakhovsky, noted in the conduct book: 


It appears that Dzhugashvili has a ticket to the cheap library 
from which he borrows books. Today I confiscated Victor Hugo’s 
Toilers of the Sea in which I found the said library ticket. The 
principal, Father Germogenes, endorsed the entry with the rul- 
ing: “Confine him to the punishment cell for a prolonged period. 
I have already warned him once about an unsanctioned book, 
Ninety-three, by Victor Hugo.”® 


In March 1897 the same Murakhovsky made another entry: 


At 11 am. I took away from Iosif Dzhugashvili Letourneau’s 
Literary Evolution of the Nations which he had borrowed from 
the cheap library. The library ticket was found in the book. 
Dzhugashvili was found reading the said book on the chapel 
stairs. This is the thirteenth time that this student has been dis- 
covered reading books borrowed from the cheap library. I handed 
the book to the Father Supervisor.1° 


For Iosif this must have been a time of uncertainty. He knew 
that he had no vocation for the priesthood and indeed had lost 
his belief in Orthodoxy. But he did not know what to do with his 
life. Sasha Tsulukidze and Lado Ketskhoveli, both older than 
Iosif, were the two remarkable men who influenced him most in 
this period. They were typical of the galaxy of young people who 
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appeared in Russia at the turn of the century. All were brave, 
imaginative, and enterprising; but all were motivated by a bitter 
hatred of the existing order, believing that through destruction 
they were reaching towards a millennium in which the people 
would enjoy justice and plenty; at least the majority would enjoy 
it, the minority having been blown up or eliminated in some simi- 
lar way. 

Tsulukidze, who came of a princely family, was an intellectual 
with literary ability. He was devoted to the revolutionary cause 
and contributed articles in Georgian to Kvali (The Furrow) and 
Iberia, the leading publications, seeking to explain and popularize 
Marxist theories. When he died of tuberculosis in June 1905, all 
Georgian revolutionaries attended his funeral, which developed 
into a popular demonstration. Iosif had his friend’s writings col- 
lected and published in book form in 1927 as a tribute to his 
memory. 

Lado Ketskhoveli was very different in character from Tsulu- 
kidze, the feverish intellectual. He was a tireless and enterprising 
man of action. He had attended the same theological school in 
Gori and the seminary in Tiflis and then had embarked on a rev- 
olutionary career. After the famous strike in the seminary in De- 
cember 1893 he had gone to Kiev, where he was arrested, held in 
prison for three months, and on his release was kept under police 
surveillance. In 1897 he returned to Tiflis and worked fanatically 
in the revolutionary underground. 

The two friends encouraged Iosif’s interest in Marxism. They 
were probably his sponsors when he joined Messame Dassy (The 
Third Group), the first Marxist social democratic organization in 
Georgia.!! Its founders were Noi Zhordania, a former student of 
the seminary and later president of the independent Republic of 
Georgia (1918-21), and K. Chkheidze, G. Tseretelli, and Sylvestr 
Dzhibladze, all of whom were to hold prominent positions until 
as moderates they were displaced. Noi Zhordania was the leader of 
the group. 

Messame Dassy was a legal organization, functioning with po- 
lice approval. It published Kvali, a daily newspaper in Georgian, 
and Moambeh (The Herald), a monthly journal. Tsulukidze and 
Ketskhoveli were strongly critical of both publications. They 
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wanted defiance, the excitement of conspiracy and of dramatic, vi- 
olent action against the tsarist regime.?? 

Membership of Messame Dassy was nevertheless a major step 
in Iosif’s development. Discussions with his two friends and con- 
tacts with other members of the group broadened his interest in 
Marxism. He was given the responsibility of running a workers’ 
study circle. Recalling these meetings in later years, Stalin said: “I 
received my first lessons of practical work in the apartment of 
Comrade Sturua in the presence of Dzhibladze (he was also one 
of my teachers), Chodrishvili, Chkheidze, Bochorishvili, Ninua, 
and other foremost workers of Tiflis.”5 It was a new and stimu- 
lating experience for the nineteen-year-old revolutionary to be lec- 
turing to workers. But he was still a seminarist, and the severe 
limits on his freedom undoubtedly irked him all the more at this 
time when he was finding so much to do. 

In his Memoirs, written in Paris in the 1930s, Noi Zhordania 
recalled: 


At the end of 1898 I was head of Kvali. One day a young man 
appeared at the editorial offices and presented himself: “I am 
Dzhugashvili, a student at the Theological Seminary.” Having 
requested that I hear him out, he began with: “I am a faithful 
reader of your journal and your articles. All of them have made a 
great impression on me. I have decided to quit the seminary and 
spend my time amongst the workers. Give me your advice.” 

His decision pleased me. In the Tiflis social democratic organi- 
zation there were too few propagandists. But before I gave him 
any advice I considered it necessary to verify the mental equip- 
ment of this young man. When I posed several questions about 
history, sociology and political economy, I was surprised that he 
had only a superficial notion conceming all of them. His political 
knowledge had come from the articles in Kvali and Kautsky’s Er- 
furt programme. I explained that it would be difficult to function 
under these conditions. Our workers were curious and wanted 
knowledge. When they were persuaded that a propagandist was 
ignorant, they would turn away and refuse to listen. I advised 
Dzhugashvili to remain one more year in the seminary and to un- 
dertake some self-education, “I’ll think about it,” he replied and 
departed.14 











24 Stalin 


Zhordania was probably patronizing towards the young student 
and, like other embittered and impotent political enemies writing 
their memoirs in exile, he tried to denigrate this man who had be- 
come supreme ruler. Certainly he exaggerated Iosif’s lack of edu- 
cation. Then nineteen years old, he had shown himself to be an 
able student and he had read widely, interesting himself closely in 
Marxism and revolutionary ideas. His approach to the editor of 
Kvali, who was one of the best known political writers in Georgia 
at this time, nevertheless seems likely. Life in the seminary had 
become intolerable. Membership of Messame Dassy and the expe- 
rience of talking to the study circle of workers had given him a 
sense of purpose. He sought advice as he felt his way towards the 
final decision to give himself wholly to revolutionary work. 

Soviet accounts of Iosif’s political activities during 1898 attrib- 
ute to him an importance that could hardly be justified at this 
state. It was said that he had become the foremost critic and op- 
ponent of Zhordania’s views, and that he was a leading force 
among the railway workers, organizing them to stage a major 
strike in December 1898.15 But he was then still at the seminary 
and an apprentice revolutionary. He would have had little in- 
fluence among the railwaymen and would have made no head- 
way in opposing the highly respected leaders of Messame Dassy. 

By the end of 1898, Iosif’s attitude towards the seminary au- 
thorities had become insolent and defiant. In December 1898 the 
assistant supervisor wrote in the conduct book: 


In the course of a search of students of the fifth class by 
members of the board of supervision, Iosif Dzhugashvili tried sev- 
eral times to enter into argument with them, expressing dissat- 
isfaction with the repeated searches of students and declar- 
ing that such searches were never made in other seminaries. 
Dzhugashvili is generally disrespectful and rude towards persons 
in authority and persistently refuses to bow to one of the masters 
[S. A. Murakhovsky], as the latter has repeatedly complained to 
the board of supervision. 


Iosif’s punishment was solitary confinement in the cells for five 
hours.1¢ 

Finally on May 27, 1899, the council of the seminary expelled 
him “for having missed his examinations for an unexplained rea- 
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son.”!7 The decision came as an anticlimax. The monks had not 
expelled him for leading a revolution among the students. He 
himself later stated that he had been “turned out of the theolog- 
ical seminary for propagating Marxism.”!® His mother was insist- 
ent that he had not been expelled and that she herself had taken 
him away. Speaking in 1930 to H. R. Knickerbocker, an American 
journalist, she said: “I brought him home on account of his 
health. When he entered the seminary he was as strong as a boy 
could be. But overwork up to the age of nineteen pulled him 
down, and the doctors told me that he might develop tubercu- 
losis. So I took him away from school. He did not want to leave. 
But I took him away. He was my only son.”!9 

It is clear that, whatever the real reason for his departure from 
the seminary, Iosif himself did not make the decision. But now 
that he was free he threw himself into the career of a dedicated 
professional revolutionary, and became Koba, “The Implacable.” 





4 


Koba the Revolutionary 
1899-1902 


At the time of leaving the seminary, Koba’s instinctive feeling of 
rebellion was growing into a savage need to challenge and destroy 
the tsarist regime. Eagerly he read all the revolutionary material 
he could lay his hands on and talked with others who were fired 
by the new spirit of revolution, but he could not yet find the kind 
of guidance and the answers that he needed. The writings of 
Plekhanov and of Lenin stimulated his ideas, but living far away 
in Georgia he had no real contact with the revolutionary move- 
ment, 

Russian revolutionaries, living abroad, were sundered by fu- 
rious, often vicious, polemics. Georgy Plekhanov, the father of 
Russian social democracy, considered himself the arbiter in all 
matters concerning the movement in Russia. He was incensed by 
the heresy of “Economism,” which argued that workers should 
concentrate on improving wages and conditions. A more serious 
heresy, perpetrated by the “Legal Marxists,” denounced violent 
revolution. To all orthodox Marxists this was “revisionism” and 
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“reformism,” terms of strongest communist censure. Lenin, who 
was emerging as the dominant leader of the Russian movement, 
regarded any argument that ruled out violent revolution as the 
worst form of apostasy. 

Underlying these heresies was the basic question of the applica- 
bility of Marxism to Russia. It was a Western doctrine, conceived 
and rooted in the industrialized, capitalist societies of western 
Europe. In embracing Marxism, Plekhanov, Axelrod, Martov, 
Lenin, and others had accepted that Russia must reach the same 
stage of industrialization before there would be a mass proletariat, 
able to rise in revolution and assert its power. 

The fact that in Russia at the end of the century the peasants 
comprised well over 100 million of the total population (exclud- 
ing Finland) of 170 million made this goal extremely remote. 
From about 1892, however, under the able direction of Count Ser- 
gei Witte, Minister of Finance and Economy, industrialization 
developed with astonishing momentum. Plekhanov and others 
began to think that the goal of a mass proletariat might not be so 
far distant. But Lenin, impatient for action and power, realized 
that Marxism had to be adapted to Russian conditions. 

Returning from exile in February 1900, Lenin stayed briefly in 
Pskov and then moved to Munich. He was eager to convene a 
congress to outlaw all heresies and to restore unity to the Russian 
social democratic movement. He was also planning to produce a 
paper to be called Iskra (The Spark). On December 24 (11), 
1900, the first issue was published in Leipzig. Copies were smug- 
gled across the frontier and it at once became influential as the 
voice of the Marxist movement in Russia. 

Far away in Georgia, Iosif Dzhugashvili, or Koba as he now 
calied himself, probably heard about the heresies and the wran- 
gling among the Social Democrats abroad. He was not impressed, 
for he was intolerant of the émigré Marxists who lived in comfort 
in capitalist countries and devoted their time to internecine dis- 
putes. True revolutionaries faced risks while teaching and organiz- 
ing the workers. But he was soon taking special interest in Iskra. 

Reliable information on his life and activities is scanty for the 
period from May 1889, when he left the seminary, until Decem- 
ber 1905, when he attended the Tammerfors Conference and first 
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met Lenin. Certain historians described him as leading a vast un- 
derground revolutionary movement in these years. To them it was 
clear that he must have been a prodigy, like Athena who sprang 
from the head of Zeus, fully armed and uttering a war cry. Hostile 
writers seized on these early years as revealing his backwardness 
and inability to contribute to the movement. 

Trotsky wrote of his “slowness of intellect, lack of talent, and 
the general colourlessness of his physical and moral counte- 
nance.”! Souvarine, pointing to his lack of influence, rated him as 
having the qualifications of a noncommissioned officer.2 At this 
time Koba may indeed have seemed a raw recruit, aggressive be- 
cause unsure of himself in the company of intellectuals. He was a 
fringe member of the intelligentsia, without a professional or 
noble background. Among even the paznochintsi, an indeter- 
minate class, his origins were humble. A bitter sense of social infe- 
Tiority, intensified by his pock-marked face and deformed arm, 
must have been factors in his general awkwardness and aggres- 
siveness towards others, including friends and colleagues, and in 
his self-effacement. 

This period was, nevertheless, an important stage in his long ap- 
prenticeship. He began learning in earnest from other revolu- 
tionaries and from workers, especially the railwaymen, who were 
the most awakened politically. He lived a clandestine existence 
outside society, hounded by the police. He is espied from time to 
time, but then vanishes into the shadows. It was a grim, often 
squalid, way of life, relieved only by the sense of striving with a 
few comrades towards the goals of revolution and a new society. 
He was, however, well equipped for underground life. He had 
courage, self-discipline, patience, sharp intelligence, and a strong 
instinct for survival.3 

After leaving the seminary he may have spent some time with 
his mother in Gori, regaining his health. He earned money tutor- 
ing children of wealthy families in Tiflis, and presumably lived in 
some worker’s hovel. Among his pupils was Ter Petrosian, the 
audacious Armenian terrorist known as Kamo, who was to become 
his disciple and lieutenant. 

Towards the end of December 1899, Koba started work as a 
clerk in the Tiflis Geophysical Observatory. According to Vano 
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Berdzenishvili, who had been expelled from the seminary in au- 
tumn 1899 and had begun working in the observatory in February 
of the following year, there were six observers. They included the 
brothers Vano and Lado Ketskhoveli. Vano later recalled that 
“we had to keep awake all night and make observations at stated 
intervals with the help of delicate instruments. The work de- 
manded great nervous concentration and patience.”* A police re- 
port at this time described Koba, however, not as an observer-me- 
teorologist, but simply as a bookkeeper.5 

Evidently Koba found his job at the observatory congenial. The 
pay was low, but for the first time in his life he had the privacy of 
a room of his own and, when not on duty, he was free. Iremashvili 
described his room as bare and austere, but his table was always 
piled high with books and pamphlets, among which the works of 
Plekhanov and Lenin were prominent.® He divided his free time 
between reading and leading discussions at meetings of workers’ 
groups. Berdzenishvili recalled later that he “used to procure ille- 
gal pamphlets and Iskra and let us read them; but where and from 
whom he got them none of us knew.”? 

May Day 1900 was an important event for Koba. The Mayevka, 
as it was called, was illegal and had never been celebrated in Geor- 
gia. Koba took charge of preparations, according to Sergei Alli- 
luyev, a railwayman who was his friend and later his father-in-law. 
Early in the moming small groups of workers made their way to 
Salt Lake in the mountains beyond the outskirts of Tiflis, giving 
the password to pickets posted along the route. They carried 
banners with revolutionary slogans in Russian, Georgian, and Ar- 
menian, and two banners bore portraits of Marx and Engels. 

In a mood of elation five hundred workers sang the “Mar- 
seillaise” and listened to speeches on the international proletariat 
and the coming fight for workers’ rights. Sergei Alliluyev men- 
tioned only that Koba was one of the speakers.® Georgy Ninua, 
however, recorded that Koba said: “We have grown so strong that 
next year we will be able to conduct the Mayevka not in moun- 
tain hollows, but on the main streets of Tiflis. . . . Our red flag 
must be in the centre of the city, so that tyranny will feel our 
strength.”® 

Industrial unrest was mounting in Russia during these years, 
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and in Georgia the unrest had become acute. A wave of strikes 
swept through the factories in Tiflis between May and July 1900, 
and in August the railwaymen staged a major strike. Koba, sup- 
ported by M. I. Kalinin, a metalworker who was to become Presi- 
dent of the Soviet Union, was said to have organized and led 
these strikes.!° 

In summer 1900, Viktor Kumatovsky arrived in Tiflis. A tall, 
gaunt man who bent forward in company because he was hard of 
hearing, he was liked and respected in revolutionary circles.11 He 
had been an active terrorist, and while in exile he had become the 
close companion of Lenin. 

His arrival in Georgia coincided with an increase in revolu- 
tionary activity. Preparation went ahead for the May Day demon- 
stration in 1901, which, as Koba had urged in the previous year, 
was to be held not in the mountains, but in the center of Tiflis. 
The Okhrana was, however, well informed about these plans. On 
March 21 (1901) Kurnatovsky and some fifty of the leading Social 
Democrats were arrested. On the same evening police raided the 
rooms of Koba and his colleagues at the observatory. Koba had 
been about to go to his room at the time of the search, but notic- 
ing that the building was surrounded by police he had walked the 
streets of the city and had returned only when it was safe.?2 

After this raid, Koba “went underground,” according to the 
official account.1* It seems, however, that he worked at the observ- 
atory during the following week, which suggests that the police 
were not overly concerned about him. As a precaution, however, 
he moved from Tiflis and became a fugitive revolutionary, calling 
himself Koba and other names, and was meagerly housed and fed 
by workers and comrades who were almost as poor as he was. It 
was a harsh but exciting life in which he was both hunter and 
hunted.!¢ 

The immediate task was to press ahead with the May Day prep- 
arations. On the day, some two thousand workers gathered at the 
Soldatsky Bazaar near the Aleksandrovsky Gardens in the center 
of Tiflis. The police and detachments of Cossacks were waiting 
with sabers drawn and whips in hand. Fighting broke out at once. 
Fourteen workers were wounded and more than fifty arrested. 

After the demonstration Koba eluded the police and went into 
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hiding in Gori or the nearby mountains. He secretly visited the 
apartment of Iremashvili, where he talked excitedly about the vio- 
lence and about the need to provoke greater violence in future 
demonstrations.15 

Koba was exhilarated by the open declaration of war on the au- 
tocracy rather than by the shedding of blood. He was impatient of 
the unending talk and disputation which dominated the lives of 
so many revolutionaries: He craved action. Indeed, Lenin took a 
similar enthusiastic interest in “the blood-letting side of the busi- 
ness,” and expressed the same attitude: “We must want to fight 
and we must learn how to fight. Words are not enough!”?4 

The news of the demonstration delighted Lenin and his com- 
rades in Germany. Iskra pronounced that “the event that took 
place on Sunday, 22 April, at Tiflis is of historical importance for 
the entire Caucasus—this day marks the beginning of an open rev- 
olutionary movement in the Caucasus.”!7 Though Kurnatovsky 
and many of the leading members of the movement were in 
prison and soon to be banished to Siberia, and the demonstration 
had been suppressed, to Lenin, as to Stalin, any violent confron- 
tation of workers with police was of great importance, and the 
greater the violence and bloodshed the greater the importance of 
the occasion. 

Lado Ketskhoveli had escaped arrest in Tiflis and had made his 
way to Baku. There he managed to set up a printing press in the 
Muslim quarter. Nina, the code name for the press, began func- 
tioning in summer 1901, but soon ran into difficulties. It was an 
antiquated flat-bed press, noisy to operate in secrecy; and, lacking 
a printer’s license, Ketskhoveli was unable to obtain sufficient 
type, ink, and paper. 

At this point Leonid Krasin, one of the most remarkable 
members of the Russian revolutionary movement, took it in hand. 
Tall and distinguished in appearance, with broad forehead and in- 
telligent face, and possessing great charm, he was a man of driving 
energy and extraordinary abilities.1® 

As industrial manager in the Baku oil refinery, he gathered 
around him workers who shared his Marxist convictions. Sergei 
Alliluyev was one of his recruits, as also were most of the members 
of the local Social Democratic Party Committee. He was in touch 
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with Lenin, who made him responsible for party affairs through- 
out Transcaucasia. This included the smuggling of copies of Iskra 
sent by sea from Marseille to Batum. It was a complex and waste- 
ful system, and Krasin set about printing it locally. 

Within weeks Krasin had reorganized the press, which was soon 
running off copies of Iskra as well as Brdzola (‘The Struggle), the 
first legal revolutionary newspaper to be published in Georgian, 
and Yuzhny Rabochii in Russian. Certain sources later claimed 
that “Ketskhoveli conducted all his varied revolutionary work in 
Baku under the direction of the Tiflis leadership group of the Rus- 
sian Socialist Democratic Workers’ Party and Comrade Stalin.”!® 

The “Tiflis leadership group” comprised only Koba, Lado 
Ketskhoveli, Sasha Tsulukidze, and a few others. Of them Ketsk- 
hoveli was certainly the leading force, while in the background 
Krasin provided advice and probably funds. The group was al- 
ready in conflict with the moderate Messame Dassy, led by Noi 
Zhordania, The editorial of the first issue of Brdzola was con- 
cerned not with asserting socialist principles and revolutionary tac- 
tics, but with polemics against the moderates. Brdzola also de- 
clared that “the Georgian social democratic movement is not an 
isolated, exclusively Georgian, labour movement with its own pro- 
gramme. It goes hand in hand with the entire Russian movement 
and consequently subordinates itself to the Russian Social Demo- 
cratic Party.”° This statement was a criticism of the majority in 
Messame Dassy, who favored a separate Georgian party, as- 
sociated with the Russian party but independent.24 

Koba made some contribution to this first editorial. Later he 
laid claim to authorship by including it in his Collected Works.?? 
In style, however, it is unlike his other writings and he probably 
collaborated with others in producing it. 

The next issue of Brdzola appeared in December 1901. Its main 
atticle, titled “The Russian Social Democratic Party and Its Im- 
mediate Tasks,” was his work.24 Koba was not a natural writer, 
but he learned to express himself with great effect. In his early ar- 
ticles and speeches he wrote in a rhetorical style with the rhythms 
and repetitions of the Orthodox liturgy which struck familiar 
chords in the minds of the workers. In later writings his style was 
more simple and direct. 
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The first article, printed in Brdzola, contained the following 
typical passages: 


Many storms, many streams of blood have swept Western 
Europe in order that an end should be put to the oppression of 
the majority of the people by the minority; but the suffering has 
not yet been dispelled, the wounds have remained just as sore as 
before and the pain is becoming more and more unbearable every 
day. ... 

Not only the working class has been groaning under the yoke 
of Tsardom. Other social classes, too, are strangled in the grip 
of autocracy. Groaning is the hunger-swollen Russian peas- 
antry. ... Groaning are the small town-dwellers, petty em- 
ployees . . . petty officials, in a word, that multitude of small 
men whose existence is just as insecure as that of the working 
class and who have reason enough to be discontented with their 
social position. Groaning, too, is the lower and even middle bour- 
geoisie that cannot put up with the tsarist knout and bludg- 
eon. . . . Groaning are the oppressed nationalities and religions 
in Russia, among them the Poles and Finns.?4 


The revolution must be led by the workers, for only in this way 
would it achieve “a broad democratic constitution, giving equal 
tights to the worker, the oppressed peasant and the capitalist.”25 

Here Koba was following the orthodox Marxist line. His article 
gathered strength when he tumed to the mechanics of revolution. 
This, not the battle of theories, was his real interest. Of all the 
weapons of the revolutionary he held violent demonstrations to be 
the most effective. Accompanied by bloodshed, they aroused the 
anger of the people, tuming them into militants.2¢ This propaga- 
tion of violence was a response to the brutality of the tsarist police 
and Cossacks, but it was also a reflection of the inhumanity of the 
revolutionary ethic. Koba, like Lenin, was not concerned about 
human suffering, no matter how great in scale, so long as it ad- 
vanced the cause of revolution. 
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Batum, Prison, and Exile 
1902-4 


On November 11, 1901, Koba was elected to the first Tiflis com- 
mittee of the Russian Social Democratic Labor party. This com- 
mittee represented a group of twenty-five members who wanted 
more positive policies than those of Messame Dassy. Two weeks 
later Koba went to Batum. A secret police report noted: “In au- 
tumn 1901 the social democratic committee of Tiflis sent one of 
its members, Iosif Vissarionovich Dzhugashvili, formerly a pupil 
in the sixth form of the Tiflis seminary, to Batum for the purpose 
of carrying on propaganda among the factory workers. As a result 
of Dzhugashvili’s activities . . . social democratic organizations 
began to spring up in all the factories of Batum.”! Other sources 
stated that the committee virtually expelled him from Tiflis.? 
Batum, on the Black Sea coast, was a town of some thirty thou- 
sand people, about half of whom were Turkish. The town and the 
subtropical coastal region had come into Russian possession only 
in 1878 as a result of the Russo-Turkish War. Batum was in char- 
acter still a Muslim Turkish town. It had expanded rapidly, how- 
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ever, as a Russian industrial center. The Transcaucasian Railway, 
linking Baku and Batum, had been completed in 1883. Ten major 
industrial enterprises had been established there, including the 
Rothschild, Nobel, and Mantashev oil refineries. Workers num- 
bered about eleven thousand; their pay was low and conditions 
were oppressive. 

The social democratic movement in Batum was led by Nikolai 
Chkheidze, a former student of the Tiflis seminary, widely re- 
spected for his learning and his powers as an orator. He was a 
forceful personality, but like the majority of Social Democrats in 
Georgia he favored “Legal Marxism” and deplored violent revolu- 
tionary activity. He was to become chairman of the Petrograd So- 
viet after the February Revolution in 1917, and welcomed Lenin 
and his party on their arrival at the Finland station, warming him 
against destroying the Revolution by violence. He was brushed 
aside. 

As a friend of Dzhibladze in Tiflis, Chkheidze probably had 
some notice of Koba’s arrival, but this did not prepare him for the 
furious activity of the young revolutionary. He was horrified when 
he learned Koba’s plans, and approached him several times per- 
sonally and then through friends with pleas to abandon his mili- 
tancy. Finding his pleas rejected, he condemned Koba as a “disor- 
ganizer” and a “madman.”8 

Arriving in Batum in November 1901, Koba had begun at once 
to organize and incite the workers. On December 31, 1901, under 
the cover of a New Year’s party held in the rooms of a worker, a 
new Batum social democratic organization was formed. Koba also 
managed to set up a simple printing press, which he later ex- 
panded with equipment brought from Tiflis; it was soon produc- 
ing leaflets and manifestoes. By the end of February 1902 eleven 
social democratic circles had been organized among workers in the 
main factories. All pointed to a new force at work in Batum. 

On February 27, 1902, a strike at the Rothschild oil refinery led 
to a march by more than six thousand workers on the offices of 
the military governor. Troops opened fire, killing fifteen and 
wounding fifty-four workers. A further five hundred were arrested. 
News of the violence and bloodshed spread rapidly. An official in- 
quiry revealed that the demonstration had been spontaneous, and 
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there was no mention of Koba or any other revolutionary leaders. 
But Soviet sources were to relate how Koba had organized the 
strike and demonstration. Yaroslavsky later wrote of him as being 
“in the midst of the turbulent sea of workers, personally directing 
the movement.”5 Another report stated that Koba organized a fur- 
ther demonstration at the time of the funeral of the victims.® 

To Stalin this demonstration had been a dramatic revolu- 
tionary achievement. Lenin, too, hailed it as an event of major 
significance in the Caucasus. The workers and moderate Social 
Democrats in Batum, however, were appalled by the violence and 
the suffering which appeared to achieve nothing. 

The police made every effort after the Batum demonstration to 
find the secret printing press. To escape detection Koba moved it 
to an Abkhazian village on the outskirts of the town where the 
narrow streets and crowded houses of the Muslim quarter gave 
cover. Workers, dressed as Caucasian women, wearing the long 
veil, or chadra, would come to the house to collect the leaflets, 
printed by the press. Neighbors began to suspect that the press 
was forging paper money and demanded a share of the proceeds. 
It took some time to disabuse them and persuade them to help.7 

The Batum demonstration on March 9, the defiance of the 
workers, and the bloodshed, coming as the explosive culmination 
of unrest in industrial centers throughout Transcaucasia, stirred 
the police to action. They began rounding up the revolutionaries. 
For the first time Koba found himself under arrest. According to 
Yaroslavsky’s account: 


On Friday night, April 5, 1902, Kotsia Kandelaki and he 
visited the home of Darakhvelidze, who had arranged a social 
gathering. Soso (Koba) was twenty-two years of age, still slender, 
with a black beard and moustache. He resembled a “romantic 
student” with dark, wind-blown hair. Someone in the party sud- 
denly realized that the Batum Okhrana had not only surrounded 
the house but had also placed informers in the basement. Soso 
(Koba), smoking a “papirosa” and talking with Kandelaki, was 
unperturbed. He calmly remarked “It’s nothing” and continued 
smoking. Shortly thereafter the police charged into the room and 
arrested the Darakhvelidze brothers, Kandelaki, and Soso.8 
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Imprisonment, like exile, was accepted as an inevitable stage in 
the career of the professional revolutionary. Tsarist prisons away 
from the Russian cities were usually ramshackle buildings, run in 
a rough-and-ready style, and the crowded Batum prison was no ex- 
ception. Political prisoners were treated leniently on the whole 
and allowed privileges unless they were disorderly; some revolu- 
tionaries felt a compulsion to be rowdy and to make life as 
difficult as possible for their jailers, and this led to outbreaks of 
temper and violence on both sides. 

Koba did not indulge in provocation. He wanted to be left to 
pursue his own interests. During the year he spent in Batum prison 
(April 5, 1902 to April 19, 1903) he was quiet and well be- 
haved. He was self-sufficient and disciplined, rising early in the 
moming, keeping fit by exercise, and spending most of the day in 
study.® 

Six weeks after his arrest, the police opened a file on Koba. It 
contained photographs, full face and in profile, and the following 
description: “Height: 2 arshins 4% vershoks [approximately 5 
feet 4 inches]. Body: medium. Age: 23. Second and third toes of 
the left foot fused. Appearance: ordinary. Hair: dark brown. 
Beard and moustache: brown. Nose: straight and long. Forehead: 
straight and low. Face: long, swarthy and pockmarked.”!° 

Each detail, as set down in his file, seemed to emphasize or- 
dinariness and what Trotsky called “the general colourlessness of 
his physical and moral countenance.”!1 In fact, it was a distinc- 
tive, handsome face, strong in character. The police knew him as 
Ryaboi, “the pock-marked,” and took no special interest in him.!* 
They even failed to record his shortened left arm. Like others at 
this time and later, they misjudged this small, quiet man. 

On April 19 (1903) Koba was transferred to the prison in 
Kutais, some eighty miles away, where he was held for some six 
months. A moderate Social Democrat who was in the prison at 
the time recalled in later years that Koba moved stealthily like a 
cat and only occasionally smiled in a restrained calculating man- 
ner, but never shouted or lost his temper. Already he was remarka- 
ble for the self-control and the mask of imperturbability which 
were to characterize him as he moved towards supreme power.'® 

Of those involved in the Batum demonstration some were 








38 ' ‘Stalin 


brought to trial; others, including Koba and Kandelaki, found 
their cases decided by administrative decree. On July 9, 1903, 
Koba was sentenced to three years’ exile, to be passed in the 
Irkutsk province of Siberia in the village of Novaya Uda. 

Exile to Siberia, as distinct from penal servitude, was no longer 
the harsh punishment that it had been in the past. The prisoners 
usually made the long journey under guard but by easy stages, and 
no longer on foot and in chains. Indeed, in February 1897, when 
sentenced to three years in Siberia, Lenin had obtained permission 
to travel independently at his own expense and without guards 
from St. Petersburg. He had been able, too, to break his journey 
in Moscow to spend a few days with his mother. 

Once he had arrived at his place of exile, the prisoner could live 
with considerable freedom, hunting, fishing, visiting friends, and 
carrying on reasonable correspondence. With his small govern- 
ment allowance he would rent a room in the house of a local in- 
habitant, but he needed money from family or friends to buy spe- 
cial food, tobacco, and similar items. In fact, Siberia offered a 
quiet, healthy way of life, which suited Lenin and many other rev- 
olutionaries. 

Koba made the long journey to Siberia by way of Novorossisk, 
Rostov, Tsaritsyn, Samara, and then to Irkutsk. It was not until 
November 27 (14) that he reached Novaya Uda. All his life he 
had lived in the heat of Georgia, and the Siberian winter must 
have proved an ordeal. It did not deter him, however, from mak- 
ing his escape, and he was soon back in Georgia, reaching Tiflis in 
February 1904. He went directly to the apartment of Micho Bo- 
choridze, a Social Democrat, and there he met Sergei Alliluyev, 
who recalled their meeting in his memoirs. To him Koba related 
how he had tried to escape a few days after arriving at Novaya 
Uda, but was ill prepared for the cold. He was caught in a 
“buran,” the dreaded Siberian blizzard, and nearly froze to death. 
He had turned back in time with frostbitten face and ears, but 
had finally got away on January 5 (1904)."4 

About this time Koba married Ekaterina Svanidze from the vil- 
lage of Didi-Lilo. She was probably the daughter of Semyon Svan- 
idze, a Social Democrat employed on the railway. Her brother, 
Aleksandr, had attended the Tiflis seminary, and Iosif may have 
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met her through the father or brother. He himself never spoke of 
his marnage. Revolutionaries were expected to treat such matters 
as private, and also he was naturally reticent about his personal 
life. Nearly all that is known about this first marriage comes from 
Iremashvili’s recollections. 

Ekaterina was apparently untouched by the revolutionary ideas 
of her father and brother and remained a typical Georgian woman 
for whom her husband and her child, Yakov, born in 1908, were 
her whole life. She was married in the Orthodox Church and was, 
like her mother-in-law, very devout. Iremashvili relates that “she 
tended to her husband with all her heart, spending her nights in 
fervent prayer while awaiting her Soso busy at his meetings, pray- 
ing that he might turn away from ideas displeasing to God and re- 
vert instead to a quiet home life of labor and contentment.”!5 She 
died young in 1910, and was buried with the full rites of the 
Church. 
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Koba the Bolshevik 
1903-4 


Addressing the cadets of the Kremlin Academy at a memorial 
service on January 28, 1924, Stalin, as Koba had then become,! 
said: 





“I first became acquainted with Lenin in 1903. True, it was 
not a personal acquaintance; it was made by correspond. 
ence... . I was then in exile in Siberia. My knowledge of 
Lenin’s revolutionary activities since the end of the nineties and 
especially after 1901, after the publication of Iskra, had con- 
vinced me that in Lenin we had a man of unusual calibre. He 
was not then for me the leader of the party, he was its actual cre- 
ator. When I compared him with the other leaders of our party, 
it seemed to me constantly that Lenin’s fellow workers— 
Plekhanov, Martov, Axelrod and others—stood a full head below 
Lenin, that by comparison with them Lenin was not simply one 
of the leaders, but a leader of the highest type, a mountain 
eagle. . . . This impression became so deeply imprinted on my 
mind that I felt impelled to write to a close friend, living as a po- 
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litical exile abroad, asking his opinion. Some time later, when I 
was already in exile in Siberia—this was at the end of 1903—I re- 
ceived an enthusiastic letter from my friend and a letter, simple 
but profound in content, from Lenin to whom, it appeared, my 
friend had shown my letter. Lenin’s note was comparatively 
short, but it contained a bold and fearless criticism of the practi- 
cal work of our party and a remarkably clear and concise account 
of the entire plan of work of the party in the immediate fu- 
ture. . . . This simple and bold letter strengthened my opinion 
that Lenin was the mountain eagle of our party. I cannot forgive 
myself for having, from the habit of an old underground worker, 
consigned this letter of Lenin’s, like many other letters, to the 
flames. My acquaintance with Lenin dates from that time.”2 


It was scarcely possible that Koba could have received a letter 
addressed to him in Novaya Uda, where, according to the official 
version, his stay was so brief, It is also improbable that Lenin, 
then in Switzerland, had heard of Koba or Iosif Dzhugashvili at 
this time. The story might have been a deliberate fiction, em- 
ployed on a solemn occasion and carefully invoking Lenin’s name 


to suggest that he was Lenin’s true successor; the text of the ad- 
dress, published in Pravda some two weeks later, had wide circula- 
tion. Or it might have been a slip of memory after the lapse of 
twenty tumultuous years. 

The story appears, however, to have been true in essence. In 
October 1904 Koba had written from Kutais to his friend Da- 
vitashvili, in Leipzig, expressing strong support for Lenin’s ideas. 
Davitashvili showed the letter to Lenin, who commented favora- 
bly on this “fiery Colchian,” Colchis being the ancient name for 
western Georgia.? 

It has been suggested, also, that Koba had in mind Lenin’s Let- 
ter to a Comrade on our Organizational Tasks, which was not 
addressed to him personally, but was circulated by the Siberian 
Social Democratic party in June 1903. Koba probably read it while 
in Siberia. Writing to Davitashvili he made the request, “Don’t 
forget to send by the same person the pamphlet Letter to a 
Comrade—many here haven’t read itl” 

The Letter fitted Koba’s enthusiastic description. It expressed 
an aggressive practical approach and emphasized the importance 
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of the Central Committee which must direct all local organi- 
zations and funds, and also the need for “the greatest possible 
centralization in relation to the ideological and practical leader- 
ship of the movement and the revolutionary struggle of the prole- 
tariat.”5 It made an impact on Koba, because it formulated so 
effectively the ideas which had been stirring in his own mind. 

The year 1903, when he first properly appreciated Lenin’s ideas, 
was momentous in his development. He had dated his ac- 
quaintance with Lenin “from the end of the nineties and espe- 
cially after 1901, after the publication of Iskra,” but he went on to 
say that in 1903 Lenin had made an indelible impression on him 
as “the mountain eagle,” soaring above the other leaders.® 

Two further events in this period were decisive for Koba. One 
was his reading, probably early in 1904, of Lenin’s pamphlet, What 
Is to Be Done? The other event was the congress of the Russian 
Social Democratic Workers’ party, held in July-August 1903, 
which ended with the division of the party into Bolsheviks and 
Mensheviks. 

Lenin’s pamphlet, published in March 1902, reads turgidly with 
occasional gleams of inspiration, but it is scarcely less important 
than Das Kapital itself in the Russian revolutionary movement. In 
it under the pretext of elucidating orthodox Marxism, Lenin was 
in effect Russifying the doctrine. Marx had held that the prole- 
tariat would evolve its own class consciousness and in the process 
would discover within itself the will and the way to revolution. 
Lenin’s interpretation was distinctively Russian in that he de- 
manded a party, organized on military lines, that would lead, 
direct, and impose Marxism and revolution on the people. This 
was the experience of Russian history, in which every major 
change had come, not in response to popular demand, but from 
above, imposed on the people, who stolidly obeyed. The revolu- 
tionary movement was not conceivable to Lenin in other terms. 
With the arrogance of the Russian intelligentsia he saw the Rus- 
sian people, not as individuals, but as a mass which had to be led 
and compelled along certain paths for its own good. To him and 
his comrades, including Stalin, this Russian mass could not be left 
to decide a matter so important. 

Lenin proposed a centralized, disciplined party of professional 
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revolutionaries, which would direct the working class. Marx, too, 
had envisaged such a party, but one which was representative of 
the workers after the spontaneous emergence of political class con- 
sciousness among them. Lenin had no time for the concepts of 
party democracy, freedom of expression and criticism, or sponta- 
neity of political movements. Democracy was anathema to him. 
The party must be in the vanguard, leading, teaching, compelling 
the workers to revolution. Left to themselves, the workers were ca- 
pable only of trade-unionism and of fighting for narrow economic 
objectives, but the political class consciousness, which would lead 
to revolution, “can only be brought to the workers from the out- 
side, that is to say from outside the economic struggle, outside the 
sphere of relations between workers and employers.”" 

Lenin demanded an elitist party disciplined and in complete 
control of the revolutionary movement. In What Is to Be Done? 
he argued that this control should vest in the émigré editorial 
board of Iskra, while the Central Committee in Russia would ad- 
minister the local committees. It was, in fact, a military organi- 
zation, and it assumed that there would have to be a commander 
in chief, a dictator. 

Intolerant of opposition, incapable of accepting the leadership 
of another person, and driven by an obsessive hunger for power, 
Lenin took it for granted that he would be in command of the 
party. As one who knew him well noted, he possessed “unshakea- 
ble faith in himself . . . faith in his destiny, in his conviction that 
he was preordained to carry out some great historical mission.” In- 
deed, he himself remarked that the idea of anyone else in the 
party taking the supreme position was enough “to make a cat 
laugh” !8 

Meanwhile the need to convene a congress of the party had be- 
come pressing. The Iskra group seethed with ideological and per- 
sonal conflicts during 1902 as party policy was hammered out in 
readiness for the Second Party Congress. Plekhanov was jealous of 
his position as Father of Russian Marxism. Lenin had asserted 
himself as leader of the group and resented Plekhanov, whose sup- 
port he still needed. 

A further source of conflict between them was the arrival of Lev 
Bronstein, already known as Trotsky and nicknamed “The Pen,” 
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who burst upon the scene with “instant brilliance.”® Plekhanov 
detested him from the start, whereas Lenin, who had sudden, 
often short-lived, enthusiasms for people, welcomed him with 
open arms. 

Trotsky was the son of a small-scale Jewish landowner in the 
Ukraine. His parents were both nearly illiterate, but he early de- 
veloped a passion for words, and it was as an orator and a writer 
that he was most outstanding. Pale in complexion, with heavy 
dark mustache and small goatee, and thick-lensed pince-nez to aid 
his weak, shortsighted eyes, he looked a typical Russian Jewish 
intellectual. Lenin was soon eager to co-opt this young man with 
the fluent pen to the editorial board of Iskra, a move that Ple- 
khanov angrily opposed. 

Trotsky was generally disliked for his arrogant, patronizing 
manner. Like Lenin he was convinced that he had a special role in 
history and was destined to lead. His love of power was supported 
by the “certainty of the rectitude of his principles.”!° But, while 
Lenin behaved with a certain modesty, Trotsky was vain, prickly, 
and overbearing. Anatoly Lunacharsky, the first Kommissar of Ed- 
ucation, wrote of “his colossal arrogance and inability or un- 
willingness to show any human kindness or to be attentive to peo- 
ple. . . .”21 All at one time or another felt the lash of his sarcasm 
and abuse and the insult of his condescension. 

The congress opened in Brussels on July 30 (NS), and under 
pressure from the police it moved to London, where it concluded 
on August 10 (NS), 1903. Lenin’s machinations throughout the 
meetings aroused hostility, but he gained a spurious majority for 
his program and in the process succeeded in splitting the party. 
Unscrupulously he made the most of his advantage, publicizing 
the result as a victory for the Bolsheviki (the Majority-ites) over 
the Mensheviki (the Minority-ites), terms which quickly became 
part of the language of the Revolution. 

Koba may have heard reports about the London congress while 
he was in Siberia, and he learned the full story on his return to 
Georgia. It was clear that the Russian Social Democratic Workers’ 
party had been formally established; it was clear also that the 
party was split between Bolsheviks and Mensheviks. Noi Zhor- 
dania, who had attended the congress, had been alarmed by 
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Lenin’s perfidious conduct and by his conception of the party as a 
rigidly centralized organization, wielding supreme power. He fa- 
vored a loose union of more or less autonomous groups, and on his 
return to Georgia he exercised his authority to ensure that Geor- 
gian Social Democrats took the Menshevik position. Indeed under 
his leadership and that of Sylvestr Dzhibladze the Mensheviks be- 
came by far the strongest faction in Georgia, and they remained 
dominant during the next twenty years. 

Koba immediately took the Bolshevik position. He did so with- 
out hesitation and was to be single-minded in his dedication to 
the [Bolshevik] cause.1? It was a decision demanding conviction 
and courage. Lenin and the Bolsheviks had little support in Trans- 
caucasia, and the possibility of their gaining power appeared re- 
mote. The fact that his decision might doom him to permanent 
opposition did not deter Koba. By temperament he belonged to 
the opposition at this stage of his career. He was opposed to the 
Tsar and his regime, to the liberals and the Socialist Revolu- 
tionaries, and now to the great majority of Social Democrats. Op- 
position was part of his way of life: He needed enemies. 

The positive reason for his support of the Bolshevik stand was 
his conviction that it provided the only effective approach to revo- 
lution. What Is to Be Done? had given rational arguments for 
what he believed was the right course of action. The intellectuals, 
like Plekhanov, Axelrod, Martov, Zasulich, and others, who spent 
their time abroad and had no experience of the workers or the 
peasants, could talk about the spontaneous growth of political 
consciousness, but he knew that without leadership they would 
never make a revolution. Lenin alone would get action and re- 
sults; he was the one positive force in the midst of the theorizing 
intellectuals, and Koba stood at his side. 

The firmness of his commitment was shown in the two letters, 
mentioned above, which he wrote from Kutais to his friend, Da- 
vitashvili, in September-October 1904. In the first letter he asked 
him to send Iskra, which now had a Menshevik editorial board, 
critical of Lenin’s position. He added in explanation of his request 
that “though it’s without a spark [Iskra] it’s still needed; at least 
it has a chronicle, devil take it, and you have to know the enemy 
well,”18 











46 Stalin 


Koba was incensed, too, by an attack, written by Plekhanov, 
on What Is to Be Done? Plekhanov had questioned in particular 
Lenin’s view that no reliance could be placed on the spontaneous 
emergence of a revolutionary outlook in the working class and that 
the workers had to be taught and led by the party. Plekhanov was 
revered by most Social Democrats, but not by the young Georgian 
member, who wrote scathingly: 


This man had either gone completely mad or hate and hostil- 
ity are speaking in him. I think that both causes have a place 
here. I think Plekhanoy has fallen behind on the new questions. 
He is haunted by the old opponents and as of old he confirms 
that “Social consciousness determines social life,” “ideas do not 
fall from heaven.” . . . Now what interests us is how to work out 
a system of ideas (a theory of socialism) from the separate 
ideas. . . . Does the mass give its programme to the leaders and 
the supporting arguments or do the leaders give it to the mass?!4 


Like Lenin, Koba found it inconceivable that the party should 
wait passively for the workers to awaken to consciousness of their 
revolutionary role. The eruptions of discontent that were to bring 
the nation close to chaos during the coming months confirmed 
both men in their view, for the masses showed themselves ready 
to accept economism and constitutionalism, but stopped short at 
revolution, 
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Overtures to Revolution 
1904-5 


Throughout Russia unrest among the intelligentsia, workers, 
peasants, and the subject nationalities mounted dangerously. Po- 
litical crimes, strikes, violence, and outbreaks of arson and destruc- 
tion of property in the country districts became more frequent. 
The Tsar and his ministers were bewildered, and they, too, shared 
the widespread feeling that the nation was about to be over- 
whelmed in a terrible paroxysm of rebellion. 

War against Japan, which started in February 1904, aggravated 
the explosive mood of the people. The humiliating defeats 
suffered by the Imperial Army and, in Maywf the following year, 
by the Navy, went far to undermine confidence in the regime. 

The tragedy of January 9 (22), 1905, known as “Bloody Sun- 
day,” dealt a severe blow to the authority and prestige of the Tsar 
when troops opened fire on a mass procession to the Winter Pal- 
ace to petition him. Hostility towards the autocratic regime 
gained momentum. Violent outbreaks among workers and peas- 
ants threatened anarchy. Bewildered by the situation, Nicholas II 
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made concessions, announcing in March a plan to give limited 
popular participation in government. But the imperial decree pro- 
viding for a consultative Duma, or council, confirmed the general 
fear that the Tsar would make only minimal concessions. ‘Towards 
the end of September a printers’ strike in Moscow spread, and 
within a week the vast country was paralyzed by a general strike. 
Faced with the alternative of civil war, Nicholas II capitulated 
and on October 30 issued a manifesto, promising a parliamentary 
system of government and, in effect, the beginnings of a consti- 
tutional monarchy. 

For months Russia had been like an immense volcanic zone, 
the surface of which was broken by countless jets of steam and gas 
and beneath which the earth’s crust was cracking. Away in Switz- 
erland, however, Lenin was little concerned with these tumultu- 
ous events. Since the Second Party Congress, when he had lost 
control of Iskra, he had been campaigning for the Central Com- 
mittee in Russia to summon another congress at which he would, 
he hoped, recover his position in the party. He was meeting with 
strong opposition, however, for he had antagonized many of his 
supporters. But Lenin, indefatigable and unscrupulous, and aided 
by events in Russia, got his way. 

On April 12 (25), 1905, the congress, called by the Bolsheviks 
the Third Congress, opened in London. The Mensheviks de- 
nounced it as illegal, but it served his purpose as another step to- 
wards forging a party of professional revolutionaries directly under 
his leadership. 

All revolutionaries were disturbed, however, by the way they 
and their programs had been swept aside in the rush of events. 
The explosions of popular discontent should have provided ideal 
conditions for launching a revolution. But they had not been 
ready, and the unpalatable fact was that the nation, too, was not 
ready. The people wanted reform, not revolution. To Lenin, of 
course, it was not relevant that the people did not want revolu- 
tion. He wrote of the need for stronger organization, fighting 
units, and a centralized party leadership. Iskra under Menshevik 
control took a different line, calling for “a wide organization 
based on the working masses, acting independently.”? 

The Petersburg Soviet of Workers’ Deputies, set up late in 1905 
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on the initiative of the Mensheviks, also incurred Lenin’s hostil- 
ity. Nonparty in composition, the Soviet was remarkably success- 
ful in defying the authorities during its short existence (October 
13 [26] to December 2 [15], 1905) in the period to be known as 
“the days of freedom.” This success was due mainly to Trotsky, 
who dominated and led it. 

At first, the October Manifesto, setting out the Tsar’s major 
concessions, did nothing to calm the turbulence which was tearing 
the nation apart. Workers, peasants, and units of the armed forces 
demonstrated against the autocratic regime, while right-wing opin- 
ion reacted angrily against the manifesto as an act of betrayal of 
the autocracy. Landowners and others organized bands of thugs, 
the Black Hundreds, which attacked, often with horrible brutality, 
Jews and others regarded as intellectuals. Conservatives and reac- 
tionaries also formed societies to defend the old Muscovite institu- 
tions. 

Russia was in the thrall of dark forces. Cities and towns became 
cauldrons of violence and crime. Revolutionaries and reactionary 
bands, terrorists, anarchists, and criminals preyed on each other 
and on society, as misguided idealism, brutal crime, and a sense of 
desperation powered the vortex which whirled the nation towards 
chaos. 

In the midst of this turmoil the main political parties were or- 
ganizing to contest the elections to the Duma, the new state coun- 
cil. The Constitutional Democrats, known as the Kadets, de- 
manded a constitution or fundamental law, and some of its 
members wanted full parliamentary democracy on the British 
model, and even a republic. The Octobrists were less radical in 
their demands. 

The Social Democrats and the Socialist Revolutionaries were 
thrown into confusion. All expressed furious hostility to the new 
liberal parties, to the Duma, and to the October Manifesto. But 
they had to recognize that events had displaced them and that 
they had no real support among the people. Nevertheless, the 
small hard core of Social Democrats did not lose heart, and with 
extraordinary tenacity they looked ahead. 

Koba was apparently detached from the dramatic events of these 
months. Returning to Tiflis from his brief Siberian exile early in 
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1904, he had found new developments among Georgian Social 
Democrats. The Transcaucasian party organizations had held a 
constituent congress in March 1903 and had set up a “Caucasian 
Union Committee” of nine members to give leadership to the 
movement. At some time after his return he was co-opted to the 
committee.” 

About the same time Stefan Shaumyan, an Armenian Bolshe- 
vik, was also co-opted to the committee. He at once became 
Koba’s enemy. Shaumyan, who had studied engineering in Riga 
and philosophy in Germany, and had met Lenin, probably treated 
Koba as an uneducated provincial, and he appears to have been a 
vicious opponent. He is said to have denounced Koba as “a viper,” 
and he reported to Lenin any critical remarks that Koba made 
about him. Rivalries and disputes among the revolutionaries and 
especially the Bolsheviks were seldom notable for tolerance, com- 
promise, or courtesy, but were marked by savage vituperation and 
bitterness. The rivalry between the two men continued until 1918, 
when Shaumyan died as one of the “twenty-six commissars shot 
by the British,” who have been enshrined as martyrs in Soviet his- 
tory.8 

During 1904 Koba was active as a member of the Caucasian 
Union Committee. In June he was in Baku, setting up a new 
Bolshevik committee, and during the summer he traveled to all 
the regions of Transcaucasia, leading discussion meetings and 
tirelessly opposing the Mensheviks at every opportunity. In Sep- 
tember Proletariatis Brdzola, the illegal paper published in Geor- 
gian and Armenian by the Union Committee, contained his arti- 
cle “How Does Social Democracy Understand the Nationality 
Question?” a subject on which he was to write further as an ac- 
knowledged authority.* 

During 1905, the year of violence and upheaval, Transcaucasia 
and especially Georgia were tom by even worse turbulence than 
Russia. Black Hundreds in Baku provoked massacres between Ar- 
menians and Turks. Arson and sabotage destroyed industrial 
plants. Crime and senseless violence were rife. In August a week 
of bloodshed in Tiflis ended in a battle with troops at the town 
hall in which many were killed. But the rioting continued, and 
only towards the end of the year was order restored. 
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Koba was probably involved in many of these upheavals, but 
working in the background. The official chronology and other 
sources contain scant information. In January (1905) he pub- 
lished in Proletariatis Brdzola an article on “The Proletariat Class 
and the Party of the Proletariat,” and in May his pamphlet Briefly 
About Party Dissensions appeared in Russian, Georgian, and Ar- 
menian.® In it he presented a strong defense of Lenin’s basic the- 
sis that the working class would attain revolutionary consciousness 
only by means of the teaching and leadership of the party. He at- 
tacked Noi Zhordania, who had criticized this thesis. Zhordania 
published a reply, and on August 15 Proletariatis Brdzola carried 
two further articles in which Koba rejected the reply.® 

In these hard-hitting polemics Koba showed that he had a full 
understanding of Marxism and of Lenin’s views, and that he 
could be a formidable opponent. The fact that Zhordania, the 
most eminent Social Democrat in Transcaucasia, should have en- 
gaged in public debate with him showed that Koba was no longer 
a humble apprentice who could be ignored. Indeed, Zhordania, 
who must have known his identity, may have paused to wonder 
whether he had been wise to rebuff the young seminarist who had 
offered his services seven years earlier. 

In July he published in Proletariatis Brdzola an article on 
“Armed Uprising and Our Tactics,” in which he wrote that “the 
flame of revolution is burning more and more strongly” and 
stressed the need for armed rebellion. It was a cogent statement of 
the necessity for the Bolsheviks to plan and train “fighting bands” 
and to bring order and discipline into the revolutionary struggle.7 

Koba’s articles were gaining attention not only in Transcaucasia 
but also abroad. In July (1905) Krupskaya wrote on Lenin’s be- 
half, requesting a copy of the pamphlet Briefly About Party Dis- 
sensions and the regular supply of the Russian edition of Prole- 
tariatis Brdzola. Lenin expressed delight with the pamphlet and 
the articles and their forthright expression of Bolshevik policies. 
Koba’s rebuttal of Zhordania’s reply to the pamphlet particularly 
pleased him, and in writing about the paper he referred to the 
“splendid formulation of the question of the celebrated ‘intro- 
duction of consciousness from without.’ ”8 

Lenin probably knew the identity of the author of the pam- 
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phlet and the articles, although they were unsigned. Koba had 
first come to his attention late in 1904 through the letters written 
from Kutais. Direct correspondence began in May 1905 when 
Koba as a member of the Caucasian Union Committee wrote to 
him about the relative strength of Bolshevik and Menshevik fac- 
tions in the region. Lenin was on the lookout for supporters of 
this caliber and would hardly have overlooked this active Geor- 
gian. 

Taking advantage of the relaxation of censorship after the Oc- 
tober Manifesto, Koba and Shaumyan produced the Caucasian 
Workers’ News Sheet. The first issue, which appeared in No- 
vember 1905, contained his short article expressing in forceful 
terms his hostility towards the liberals and the Mensheviks and to 
participation in the elections to the Duma.® As in everything he 
wrote, the article was a consistent expression of the Bolshevik 
stand, and in this he was not echoing Lenin as his master but ex- 
pressing his own ideas and outlook. 

Koba was already becoming known as the stubborn champion 
of Bolshevism in the region where Bolsheviks were few in number. 
In fact, this reputation, supported by his writings, probably led to 
the next major step in his revolutionary career. 








8 


Revolution in Retreat 
1905-12 


In December 1905 Koba traveled to Finland to take part in the 
Bolshevik conference at Tammerfors. It was a momentous jour- 
ney, for it brought him into direct contact with Lenin and into 
the mainstream of the revolutionary movement. 

Koba was now twenty-six years old. He had spent all his life in 
Transcaucasia except for his brief exile in Siberia, and he had de- 
veloped through several distinct stages. The schoolboy in Gori 
who had had to dominate his fellows had become a Georgian na- 
tionalist and then a rebel against authority in the Tiflis seminary. 
His natural rebelliousness had intensified and gained direction, as 
he learned about Marxism and the Russian revolutionary tradi- 
tion. Reading Lenin’s Letter to a Comrade and What Is to Be 
Done? had crystallized his sense of purpose. But although he ac- 
cepted the basic correctness of Lenin’s program and acknowledged 
his leadership, he retained a strong independence and never be- 
came a subservient disciple. 

The Bolsheviks gathered in Tammerfors to discuss partici- 
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pation in the coming elections to the Duma and also the general 
move among Social Democrats towards unity. Bolsheviks and 
Mensheviks had drawn further apart. For this Lenin was chiefly 
responsible, for he constantly attacked the Mensheviks. In Tam- 
merfors he was anxious only to ensure the solidarity of his own 
supporters. Koba was known to be a staunch Bolshevik, and it was 
probably Lenin who sponsored his presence at this conference. 

In Tammerfors, the two men met face to face. Lenin’s first im- 
pressions of Stalin are not known. But nineteen years later Stalin 
spoke of this occasion, and, despite the lapse of time and the spe- 
cial circumstances, his remarks, made in the address to the Krem- 
lin Academy, are interesting. 

The address, cast in simple words and carefully avoiding the 
grandiloquence that might have been expected, contained several 
elements: It was a genuine tribute to Lenin as the founder and 
leader of the Bolshevik party; it laid emphasis on those virtues of 
dedication, discipline, and humility which Stalin himself valued 
and wanted to impress on young Russians; and it was an effective 
assertion of his role as Lenin’s partner and of his claim to be his 
natural successor. 


“I was hoping to see the mountain eagle of our Party, the 
great man, great not only politically but, if you please, physically, 
for in my imagination I pictured Lenin as a giant, stately and im- 
pressive. What then was my disappointment when I saw a most 
ordinary man, below average height, in nothing, literally in noth- 
ing, distinguishable from ordinary mortals. . . . 

“It is accepted that ‘a great man’ must usually arrive late at a 
meeting so that the people assembled may await his appearance 
with fast-beating hearts, and then before ‘the great man’ appears 
the warning goes round, ‘Hush! Silence! . . . He’s coming!’ This 
ceremony did not seem unnecessary to me, for it impresses and 
inspires respect. What then was my disappointment when I 
learnt that Lenin had arrived at the conference before the dele- 
gates and, settled somewhere in a corner, was quite simply carry- 
ing on a conversation, a most ordinary conversation, with the 
most ordinary delegates at the conference. I will not conceal that 
this seemed to me rather a breach of certain essential rules. . . . 

“Only later I understood that this simplicity and modesty of 
Lenin, this striving to remain unnoticed or, at least, not to be 
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conspicuous and not to stress his high position—that this charac- 
teristic was one of Lenin’s strongest features as the new leader of 
the new masses, of the simple, ordinary masses of fundamental 
humanity.”2 


In this same style he extolled “the irresistible force of logic” of 
Lenin’s speeches, and their “extraordinary power of conviction, 
the simplicity and clarity of argument.” He was presenting Lenin 
as the hero of the party and nation, for he knew that the Russian 
people, accustomed to the Tsar at the apex of their national life, 
needed some readily understandable image in his place? 

At the time of the Tammerfors Conference, however, Lenin 
was far from being the acknowledged leader of the social demo- 
cratic movement. He headed only the small Bolshevik faction. To 
Koba, he was not the infallible leader to be followed blindly, but 
the revolutionary most outstanding for his leadership and his 
sound practical approach. 

What part Koba played in the conference is not known, for the 
records were lost. Krupskaya acclaimed “the enthusiasm that 
reigned there! The revolution was in full swing. . . . Every com- 
rade was ready for the fight!” While sharing in this enthusiasm, 
he was probably content to remain in the background. It was his 
first conference outside Transcaucasia, and he was cautiously 
finding his feet. At the congress in Stockholm, four months later, 
he was not silent. 

The Fourth Congress, known by the Mensheviks as the Unifica- 
tion Congress, met from April 23 to May 8 (April 10-25), 1906. It 
was attended by 111 voting delegates. The Russians made up less 
than half of the total. The Georgian delegation of eleven, reflect- 
ing the predominance of the Mensheviks in the country, con- 
tained only one Bolshevik—Koba, using the alias of “Ivanovich.” 
Lenin had hoped for a Bolshevik majority, but found that the 
Mensheviks could muster 62 against his 44 or 46 supporters. 
Moreover, while Plekhanov, who now sided with the Mensheviks, 
was treated with special respect and was promptly elected to the 
Bureau or Steering Committee of the Congress, Lenin failed to 
get elected. But, noting the general desire to reunify the party, he 
made a display of being reasonable and declared his belief that 
Bolsheviks and Mensheviks could work together. 
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Koba was not overawed by his first congress and the presence of 
the most prominent members of the party. It was to be charac- 
teristic of him that he was never overawed by people or events. Al- 
though young and without real support in Georgia, he was a con- 
vinced Marxist and revolutionary, and he was prepared to express 
his views forthrightly. Plekhanov was to Koba the archetypal intel- 
lectual revolutionary, living abroad and out of touch with Rus- 
sian life. When Plekhanov with his dry academic manner and 
sharp tongue made critical remarks about Lenin, Koba was quick 
to castigate him. 

The main issues debated by the congress concerned the support 
of the peasantry, the Duma elections, and expropriations. Lenin 
had never come to grips with the role of the peasants in the revo- 
lutionary struggle. He had taken it for granted that the peasants 
must follow the proletariat. After the Revolution of 1905 he was 
forced to revise his policy. The peasants were, he realized, crucial 
to the coming revolution. The Socialist Revolutionaries and the 
new liberal parties were attracting their support by promising 
them the land. Belatedly the Social Democrats had awakened to 
the fact that they needed a policy to win over the peasantry. 

At the Stockholm congress the Mensheviks argued in favor of 
municipalization of the land, which meant vesting it in locally 
elected councils to be administered for the benefit of the peasants. 
Lenin and the Bolsheviks proposed nationalization by vesting the 
land in the central government and, so they claimed, making it 
the property of all citizens. Argument raged around these two pro- 
posals. 

Koba had no time for debates which were so enmeshed in dia- 
lectics that the realities of the situation were forgotten. In the 
congress he bluntly condemned both municipalization and nation- 
alization and proposed as a “temporary” expedient what he called 
distributism, which meant seizing and sharing out the land 
directly among the peasants. This was what they wanted and this 
alone would win their support. Lenin and others attacked his pro- 
posal, but he stood his ground, maintaining that it was the obvi- 
ous practical policy. He argued further that in fostering rural capi- 
talism his proposal was in accordance with Marxist doctrine and a 
logical advance towards the socialist revolution. And in 1917 his 
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policy, by then endorsed by Lenin, produced the slogan “All land 
to the peasants,” which gained the party wide support on the land 
and was a major factor in its victory. 

Lenin had been unable also to make up his mind about partici- 
pation in the Duma elections. At the Tammerfors Conference he 
had supported the resolution to boycott them. The Bolsheviks 
held, mistakenly as it proved, that the Duma was bound to be a 
reactionary body which they must oppose. Participation in the 
elections and co-operation within the Duma would lead workers 
to think that they could gain their objectives by parliamentary 
means and without resorting to revolution. 

The Mensheviks were divided in their attitude and left it to 
local committees to decide whether or not to take part in the elec- 
tions. By the time the delegates had assembled in Stockholm, the 
elections were nearly over, and it was clear that the Kadets had se- 
verely defeated the right-wing and reactionary parties. The Social 
Democrats, who had belatedly contested the elections in certain 
regions, had a mere eighteen seats. 

Lenin now changed his mind about the boycott and in Stock- 
holm voted for a Menshevik resolution, approving participation in 
the few elections still to be held. Several Bolsheviks, including 
Stalin, refused to follow him and abstained. 

In articles published in Georgia in March before he had left to 
attend the congress, Stalin had clearly expounded his policy of di- 
viding the land among the peasants and of boycotting the Duma 
elections. His stand against Lenin on both issues was thus not for 
effect, as a gesture of independence, or to establish himself in the 
eyes of party comrades. He was acting consistently and apparently 
without thought for his popularity or advancement. 

An issue debated with displays of anger in the congress was 
expropriations. This euphemism covered robbery, often with vio- 
lence, of state and private institutions, and extortion and ter- 
rorism, committed to obtain funds for the party. The Stockholm 
congress passed by a large majority a resolution forbidding nearly 
all forms of expropriation. Lenin did not openly oppose the reso- 
lution, but at once set about organizing secretly a Bolshevik 
Center with the main task of planning further robberies to pro- 
vide him with funds. Stalin, it seems, became its agent in the 
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Caucasus. The activities of this secret center were to cause a major 
storm. 

The congress elected a new Central Committee of seven Men- 
sheviks and only three Bolsheviks. It closed with the two factions 
formally united. Lenin had no intention, however, of accepting 
decisions merely because they had been agreed by the majority of 
the delegates. He told Lunacharsky that he would never allow the 
Mensheviks to “lead us along after them on a chain.”4 

At the end of the congress, he and several members of the “for- 
mer” Bolshevik faction, but not Stalin, signed a declaration, list- 
ing the decisions which they had opposed and claiming the demo- 
cratic right to urge their own views in “comradely” debate while, 
of course, fully acknowledging and accepting the decisions of the 
majority.> At the time of making this declaration of good faith, 
his secret Bolshevik Center was already at work. As one Bolshevik 
stated, the unification “had practically no influence on our Bol- 
shevik affairs. We certainly did not disarm as a strong, inde- 
pendent revolutionary faction.”® 

The First Duma met on May 10, 1906. The Kadet party, em- 
boldened by its large majority, demanded full constitutional gov- 
ernment and, lacking any traditions of discussion, tolerance, or 
compromise, pressed its demands. The inevitable deadlock was re- 
solved by dissolution of the Duma on July 21. 

Nicholas II then appointed as his prime minister Peter Stoly- 
pin, a remarkable man whose firm but enlightened policies might 
have averted the collapse of the regime. In the period until the 
new Duma was elected, he introduced major reforms and began a 
transformation in the position of the peasantry. 

The Second Duma, which assembled on March 5, 1907, was 
stormy. The crisis came on June 14 (1907) when Stolypin faced it 
with the demand that the parliamentary immunity of the Social 
Democrat deputies be waived so that they could be tried for fo- 
menting mutinies in the armed services.? The Duma rejected the 
demand, and on June 16 an imperial manifesto, declaring that the 
Duma harbored enemies of the nation, dissolved it. 

During 1905, the year of anarchy, the party’s fighting units had 
carried out countless raids and expropriations, and, until the 
Stockholm congress, the practice had been more or less accepted 
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by most members as part of the tactics of revolution. The Cau- 
casus was the scene of intensive activity. No fewer than 1,150 acts 
of terrorism were recorded in the years from 1905 to 1908. Koba 
was probably involved in many of these acts, but precise informa- 
tion is lacking. Mensheviks inside Russia and, after 1921, abroad 
repeatedly condemned his activities as an expropriator. It seems, 
however, that the Okhrana did not connect him with these raids. 
Early in 1908 the Caucasian Mensheviks tried to indict him be- 
fore a party court for disobeying the ban on expropriations. The 
party trial never took place, for he moved from Tiflis to Baku, and 
on March 25 he was arrested. 

Subsequent official accounts of this period of his career are si 
lent about his role in directing fighting units and robberies. Truly 
Russian in being sensitive to criticism, especially of the kind 
reflected in the remark, made privately by Rosa Luxemburg, 
about the “Tatar-Mongolian savagery” of the Bolsheviks, and 
at the same time conscious of the dignity of the regime, Soviet 
leaders have been unwilling to admit association with such activi- 
ties.8 

Koba, again using the name of Ivanovich, traveled to London 
to attend the Fifth Congress, which began on May 13, 1907. His 
mandate as a delegate was questioned. He was finally admitted, 
but with only a consultative vote, while Shaumyan was allowed a 
full vote. This discrimination probably aroused his resentment. 

The congress was held in the Brotherhood Church in London’s 
Whitechapel, and even this cosmopolitan city can rarely have 
seen such a bizarre gathering. Some delegates, like Plekhanov, 
wore dark tail coats and looked like respectable bankers, while the 
Russian worker delegates were mostly bearded and wearing Rus- 
sian blouses. Others from the Ukraine and the Caucasus were ex- 
otic and romantic in their tall sheepskin hats. But more remarka- 
ble than their dress was the verbose eloquence of the delegates. 
They were in a country where they could express themselves freely 
and, speaking in Russian, there was no danger of their most 
inflammatory utterances attracting the attention of the police.® 

Koba did not speak during the congress. Trotsky, doing his ut- 
most to portray Stalin as a complete nonentity in this period, 
wrote that he was “still utterly unknown, not only to the party 

















60 Stalin 


generally but even to the three hundred delegates at the 
Congress.”!° He claimed that he himself learned of Stalin’s pres- 
ence only much later when he read Boris Souvarine’s biography. 
But Koba observed Trotsky and clearly took an instant dislike to 
him. He was always antagonistic towards the intellectuals, who 
spoke eloquently and interminably. On his return from the 
Congress his only public reference to Trotsky was in the Baku 
Proletarian, in which he wrote that “Trotsky displayed a ‘beautiful 
irrelevance’ ” (Krasivoi nenuzhnosti) .1 

At the congress Martov moved a resolution and supported it 
with severe criticism of Lenin for continuing expropriations in 
defiance of the party’s decisions. This resolution prohibiting all 
members from taking “any part whatever” in such activities was 
adopted by 170 votes to 35, with 52 abstentions.!2 Lenin made no 
reply to the Menshevik attack and he abstained from voting. But 
he had no hesitation in continuing expropriations. 

Delegates had hardly retumed from the London congress, when 
on June 25 (1907) a sensational bank raid took place on Erivan 
Square in the center of Tiflis. A cashier under escort of two police- 
men and five Cossacks was taking notes worth thousands of rubles 
to the State Bank when a gang attacked the carriage with bombs. 
Three of the escort were killed outright and some fifty passers-by 
were wounded. News of this raid and of the large sum stolen 
spread quickly, and it was soon known that the Bolsheviks were 
responsible. Coming so soon after the London congress, it caused 
a storm of anger in the party. 

The leader of the raid was Kamo, as the young Armenian Se- 
myon Ter-Petrosyan was called. He had been born in Gori, the son 
of a meat dealer. He had decided on a military career, and, fluent 
Russian being an essential qualification, he had taken Russian les- 
sons from his fellow-townsman Koba, who was three years older. 
Koba had enlisted him as a terrorist. Kamo was well equipped for 
the role. He was a giant of a man, simple-minded, absolutely 
loyal and trustworthy to his leaders, especially to Koba, generous 
to his comrades, but cruel and ruthless towards all others. Soviet 
and other Marxist writers have described him as a legendary 
hero.18 

Although shocked and angered by the Tiflis bank raid, the 
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Mensheviks refrained from public attacks on Lenin and _ his 
henchmen. The Transcaucasian Party Committee was less amena- 
ble to Lenin’s influence, but it passed only a general resolution, 
condemning the Tiflis robbery.14 

At this time Lenin was concerned about the elections to the 
Third Duma, which were to take place on September 14. He was 
now convinced of the importance of taking part. Koba had 
strongly advocated boycott in the past, but now supported Lenin. 
“In the new Duma,” he wrote, “the Bolsheviks would be able to 
proclaim to the whole nation that there is no possibility in Russia 
to free the nation peacefully.”*5 

The Third Duma met in November 1907 and was to continue 
for its full term of five years. In it the liberal-conservative Oc- 
tobrists formed the dominant party. Its leader was Aleksandr 
Guchkov, a man of integrity, anxious to serve his country. His co- 
operation with Stolypin enabled this Duma to enact important 
reforms. The Social Democrats, led in the Duma by the fiery little 
Georgian Chkheidze, had only eighteen deputies of whom five 
were Bolsheviks, and they neither contributed to nor obstructed 
the sessions.!¢ 

By 1907 the tide of revolution, which had threatened to engulf 
the country, had receded. Law and order had been restored, and 
while there was widespread apathy, there was also hope in many 
quarters that the government under Stolypin’s leadership and 
with the active support of the Duma would carry Russia into a 
new constitutional era. 

In the period from 1907 to 1912 the Social Democratic party 
disintegrated. Krupskaya wrote that “we have no people at all,” 
and in retrospect G. E. Zinoviev, who was then close to Lenin, 
stated that “at this unhappy period the party as a whole ceased to 
exist.”17 Arrests had taken some toll of the membership, but the 
decline in party strength was due mainly to desertion by those 
who lost interest or considered that the Revolution was now no 
more than a distant chimera. 

Of those who remained in the party the majority argued for giv- 
ing up illegal activities inside Russia and devoting themselves to 
trade-union work and especially to the Duma, which gave promise 
of fundamental reforms. Lenin thundered against such members, 
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denouncing them as “liquidators,” an epithet soon applied to all 
Mensheviks. 

Struggling constantly to establish his absolute control over the 
remnants of the Bolshevik party, Lenin finally managed to con- 
vene a party conference to open in Prague on January 18, 1912. 
The conference was, in fact, unconstitutional and unrepresenta- 
tive, but it acted with a show of authority. It established a dis- 
tinct, independent Bolshevik party under Lenin’s leadership, and 
it elected a Central Committee. Its members were all close to 
Lenin. They included Sergo Ordzhonikidze, Suren Spandarian, 
the Armenian Bolshevik, and Roman Malinovsky, and there were 
five altemate members. The committee later co-opted two further 
full members, I. S. Belostotsky and Iosif V. Dzhugashvili. 

Malinovsky was at once brought into prominence. Lenin had 
heard of his activities in St. Petersburg but met him for the first 
time at the Prague conference. He was already convinced that this 
new recruit was destined to be an outstanding party leader. Lenin 
was a poor judge of men, and his uncritical enthusiasm for 
Malinovsky illustrated strikingly his lack of judgment. It showed, 
too, how inept he was as a conspirator, for the tsarist police were 
able with ease to plant their agents so that Bolshevik plans and 
policies were always known to them in advance. At any time 
Lenin’s most trusted lieutenants included one or more police 
spies, and of them Malinovsky was the most remarkable. His 
treachery was uncovered after the Revolution and he was shot. 
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In the months following the Tiflis bank raid, Koba was at work in 
the heat and oil-stench of Baku. He was in his late twenties, lean, 
disciplined. Although married with a child, he was living under 
cover with a forged identity card, and, if not actually hunted, he 
was under the constant threat of arrest. 

Within the revolutionary movement, too, conditions were ex- 
tremely difficult. The spirit of party comradeship existed only in 
the struggle against the tsarist regime. Relations among members 
were often poisoned by bitter resentments and rivalries. Koba 
himself was caught up in this web of ferocious antagonisms. 

An event which aroused Koba’s anger was his trial by a local 
party court early in 1908 on the charge of organizing an expropria- 
tion in Baku. The steamship Nicholas I was looted, and a worker 
maintained that the Bolsheviks were responsible. Koba was impli- 
cated, but while the party court was hearing the case, he was 
arrested by the police on the charge of leading a subversive revolu- 
tionary organization. The party court apparently abandoned the 
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proceedings and passed no judgment. The hearing nevertheless 
gave rise to allegations that Koba had been tried for his part in 
the Tiflis expropriation, and that he had been expelled from the 
party.t 

Ten years later Martov published an article in the Menshevik 
paper, Vpered (Forward), which had not yet been closed down. 
In it he stated that Stalin had been expelled from the party for 
being involved in expropriations. Stalin, then the powerful 
Kommissar for Nationalities, reacted sharply, swearing that 
“never in my life was I placed on trial before my party or ex- 
pelled. This is a vicious libel. . . . One had no right to come out 
with accusations like Martov’s except with documents in one’s 
hand.”2 He insisted on taking the matter to the Supreme Court. 
Martov was granted time in which to collect evidence in the 
Caucasus. When the court resumed, however, it was found that 
the documents in the case had inexplicably vanished. Finally the 
court administered a “social reprimand” to Martov for “insulting 
and damaging the reputation of a member of the government.”? 

The fever of unrest which had died away in most of Russia was 
burning still in Baku. Workers in the oil industry continued to ag- 
itate for better pay and conditions, and at this time they won an 
important concession, when the employers agreed to their electing 
representatives to negotiate on their behalf. Koba led the cam- 
paign among the fifty thousand workers for this concession. And 
in this dispute he took a more moderate and practical approach 
than he had taken in the past. 

This new approach found expression in the nine articles which 
he wrote on these negotiations for Gudok (The Whistle), the 
news sheet of the oil workers’ union.‘ The articles were the work 
of a writer who was learning to express his ideas forcefully. He ex- 
plained that at the time when workers broke up machinery and 
set fire to factories, it was an anarcho-rebellious conflict; at an- 
other time the conflict took the form of individual terrorist acts. 
But it was no longer sensible to destroy machines and factories, 
for the workers themselves suffered most from this sabotage. The 
need was to take control of the industries as soon as possible, as 
part of the struggle to eliminate poverty.® The immediate purpose 
should be to negotiate with the employers, but only if the em- 
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ployers gave some firm guarantees that they would meet the 
workers’ demands. The Mensheviks argued in favor of negotia- 
tions without any guarantees or conditions. His proposals found 
support with the majority of the workers, who now rejected eco- 
nomic terrorism. 

The authorities had granted immunity to the conference of 
workers’ delegates, and it met over several months, discussing in 
detail the collective agreements on wages and working conditions, 
and arguing about politics. “While all over Russia black reaction 
was raging, a genuine workers’ parliament was in session in Baku,” 
wrote Sergo Ordzhonikidze, one of Koba’s closest friends and later 
Kommissar for Heavy Industry.® 

Away in Switzerland and depressed by reports of the death of 
the revolutionary movement in Russia, Lenin could only express 
admiration for the oil workers and their leaders, “our last Mohi- 
cans of the political mass strike,” as he called them, overlooking 
the fact that they were not striking but negotiating.” At the same 
time he could not but take note of the Bolshevik leaders in Baku, 
who worked indefatigably and did not succumb to the general ap- 
athy among revolutionaries. Foremost among them were Koba, 
whom as Ivanovich he had met in Tammerfors and London; 
Ordzhonikidze; and Klimenti Voroshilov, the secretary of the oil 
workers’ union and a close friend of Koba. 

On March 25, 1908, Koba was arrested and held in Bailov 
prison. He was arrested not for the part he had played in various 
expropriations, about which the authorities appeared surprisingly 
to know nothing, but for being the leader of a secret subversive or- 
ganization. Bailov prison, built to hold four hundred inmates, con- 
tained some fifteen hundred at this time, and conditions were 
harsh. General callousness and outbreaks of savagery marked the 
lives of the prisoners. Koba and other political prisoners formed 
discussion groups, and there were the usual factional rivalries and 
hatreds. Always they had to be careful, for the police planted 
agents among them, a practice which intensified the deep suspi- 
cion among the revolutionaries. Prisoners suspected of being po- 
lice agents were murdered. 

Koba was accustomed to such conditions, and they had devel- 
oped in him a stern self-control and a ruthless attitude towards his 
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fellows. He took advantage of prison leisure to read widely and to 
write articles which were smuggled out and published in The 
Baku Proletarian and The Whistle® 

On November g (1908) Koba was sentenced to two years’ exile 
in Solvychegodsk in the Vologda province. On February 8, 1909, 
when on the way to Solvychegodsk, he became ill with typhus, 
and he arrived only at the end of the month. Four months later, 
on June 24, he escaped to St. Petersburg. Sergei Alliluyev arranged 
accommodation during the few days he spent in the city. From se- 
cret party headquarters he obtained a new false passport under the 
name of Zakhar Gregorian Melikyants. But he made no attempt 
to stay in St. Petersburg. He was in a hurry to return to Baku, 
where there was work to be done among the oil workers and 
where he had ready access to two newspapers for articles and 
propaganda. At this time, however, he was already looking beyond 
local party activity and thinking of the national party. 

In Baku he found that party membership had dropped to two 
or three hundred Bolsheviks and about a hundred Mensheviks. All 
were infected with the general mood of hopelessness, and The 
Baku Proletarian had not appeared during his absence. He found 
quarters inside the Balakhlana oil field, and at once set about 
reviving the paper as a first step towards revitalizing the party not 
only in the Caucasus but also in Russia and in émigré circles. 

The issue of The Baku Proletarian which appeared on August 
27 (1909), just three weeks after his return, contained his editorial 
under the heading “The Crisis in the Party and Our Tasks.” It 
was a challenging statement of the causes of decline in the party 
and of the action needed. In his criticisms he did not spare the 
émigré leaders, including Lenin. He sounded a call for positive 
action: 


It is not secret that our party is passing through a severe cri- 
sis. . . . The first factor which bears heavily on the party is the 
isolation of its organizations from the broad masses. . . . It is 
enough to look at Petersburg where in 1907 there were about 
8,000 members and now you will find 300 or goo. . . . But not 
only is the party suffering from isolation from the masses, but 
also from the fact that its organizations are in no way linked with 
each other. . . . Petersburg does not know what is happening in 
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the Urals, and so forth. ... The existing papers published 
abroad, The Proletarian and The Voice, and on the other side 
The Social Democrat, do not and can not join together the scat- 
tered party organizations. . . . And it would be strange to think 
that organs published abroad, remote from Russian reality, could 
unify the work of the party. . . .® 


Turning to remedies, he rejected any suggestion of abandoning 
underground work, as this would kill, not save, the party. The pro- 
posals to transfer to the ordinary workers all party functions and 
in this way to free the party from instable elements of the intelli- 
gentsia had much in its favor and would certainly help to revital- 
ize the party. It was not the answer, however, while “the old 
methods of party and the ‘leadership’ from abroad” continued.!® 

By placing the word “leadership” in quotation marks he was 
emphasizing the failure of Lenin and other émigrés to give dy- 
namic direction. The practical leader in direct contact with the 
workers, facing hardship and anger, Koba was scornful of the 
émigrés not only because they lived in comfort and security, “re- 
mote from Russian reality,” and failed in their task but also be- 
cause all belonged to the intelligentsia, a class which he resented 
and mistrusted. 

The immediate need was a party journal, published inside Rus- 
sia, which would encourage, inform, and restore the sense of party 
unity among groups scattered over the vast empire. And there 
must be an active co-ordinating committee also inside Russia. At 
the same time full use must be made of the Duma and trade un- 
ions and other legal avenues for carrying on the struggle against 
the regime. 

At this time of crisis when the party was disintegrating, Koba 
abandoned his previous rigid partisan position and argued for the 
unity of all factions. He became a conciliationist. A resolution of 
the Baku Committee of the party, which he wrote and which was 
published in the same issue of The Baku Proletarian as his edito- 
tial, sternly reprimanded Lenin for his quarrel with Bogdanov, a 
surgeon who was at the same time a Marxist philosopher and a 
Bolshevik, and the split within the editorial board of The Prole- 
tarian.11 There had been a permissible difference of opinion, but 
this could not be allowed to lead to a split. It was a difference of 
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opinion “of the kind that always has happened and will happen in 
such a rich and vital faction as the Bolsheviks.”!2 The resolution 
revealed a new, almost magisterial approach, transcending local 
and factional limits, by the coming leader to whom the party was 
the all-important center of the movement. 

Koba was not seeking any rift in his relations with Lenin, and 
he had no thought of challenging him for the leadership. He was 
a realist who recognized that Lenin was the only possible leader of 
the movement at this time. He had written honestly of the causes 
and had proposed cures for the existing crisis. His editorial had 
been unsigned and the resolution was from the Baku Committee, 
but he could assume that Lenin would know the identity of the 
writer in each case. Now in a series of “Letters from the Cau- 
casus,” written during November and December 1909 and pub- 
lished in The Social Democrat in Paris and Geneva, he demon- 
strated that in his basic attitude he remained wholly in agreement 
with Lenin.!® The Letters reported briefly on relations between 
the nationalities in the oil fields, the unions, and in local govern- 
ment in the Caucasus. He castigated the local Mensheviks and 
their leader, Noi Zhordania, and these passages in the letters 
caused difficulties. The editorial board the The Social Democrat 
comprised Lenin, Zinoviev, Kamenev, and the two Mensheviks, 
Martov and Dan, for the party was not at this stage finally split. 
Strong objections were raised to the criticisms of the Mensheviks, 
but Lenin must have derived satisfaction from the staunch sup- 
port of his Georgian correspondent. 

At the same time Lenin had misgivings about him. He recog- 
nized his single-minded devotion to the Bolshevik cause, his abil- 
ity, and his self-reliance. He had an acute need for young men of 
this caliber. But Koba also showed a strong independence, and 
when he presumed to criticize and disagree, Lenin considered it to 
be not independence, but lack of party discipline. In June 1908 in 
a letter to a friend in Switzerland Koba had referred to Lenin’s 
polemics with Bogdanov as a “storm in a teacup” and had even 
expressed support for some of Bogdanov’s philosophical views. 

After the publication of Lenin’s Materialism and Empiriocrit- 
icism, Koba wrote to another friend in Switzerland, commend- 
ing the book, but also mentioning that Bogdanov had drawn at- 
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tention to certain “individual faults of Ilyich [Lenin] and had 
correctly observed that Ilyich’s materialism differs in many ways 
from Plekhanov’s, which Hyich, contrary to the demands of logic 
—for diplomatic reasons?—tries to cover up.” Writing from Sol- 
vychegodsk on January 24, 1911, to Vladimir Bobrovsky, he com- 
mented that “we have of course heard about the ‘storm in a 
teacup’ abroad: the blocs of Lenin-Plekhanov on the one hand 
and Trotsky-Martov-Bogdanov on the other. So far as I know, the 
workers’ attitude towards the first bloc is favourable. But in gen- 
eral the workers are beginning to look upon the emigration with 
disdain; ‘Let them crawl on the wall to their hearts’ content; but 
as we see it, let anyone who values the interests of the movement 
work, the rest will take care of itself,’ ”!4 

All of these comments were repeated to Lenin and they ran- 
kled. Walking with Ordzhonikidze in Paris one day, Lenin asked 
him if he was familiar with the expression “storm in a teacup.” 
Ordzhonikidze knew about Koba’s letters and began defending his 
friend. “You say, Koba is our comrade, as if to say, he’s a Bolshe- 
vik and won’t let us down.” Lenin retorted, “But how do you close 
your eyes to his inconsistency? Nihilistic little jokes about a ‘storm 
in a teacup’ reveal Koba’s immaturity as a Marxist.”25 

Like many political leaders, Lenin lacked a sense of humor and 
could be petty. He also had little understanding of the impatience 
felt by the party workers for the squabbles of the émigrés. In fact, 
Bogdanov’s attempts to evolve a theory of knowledge in harmony 
with Marxist materialism were interesting and posed no threat to 
party unity, whereas Bogdanov’s ultra-leftist policies were a danger 
and were the real reason for Lenin’s break with him. Koba had 
read the writings of both men on the subject and his comments 
were pertinent. Lenin could not brook criticisms, and the touch 
of mockery in Koba’s comments disturbed him. 

Meanwhile at the end of January 1910 a further resolution of 
the Baku Committee, written by Koba and distributed as a hand 
sheet, declared that “the state of despondency and apathy” which 
had been paralyzing the moving forces of the Russian Revolution 
was passing. Closely in touch with the oil workers and sensitive 
to the mood of the country, Koba was in advance of Lenin and 
other émigré leaders. The resolution proposed urgently the 
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transfer of the (leading) practical center to Russia, the publica- 
tion of a national newspaper, produced in Russia with the pro- 
posed practical center providing its editorial board, and the organ- 
ization of local papers in the most important party centers. It was 
proposed, too, that Bolsheviks should unite with Mensheviks who 
supported underground work and that all others, the liquidators, 
should be expelled.17 

At this time Koba was working frantically to bring about a 
general strike in the Caucasian oil industry. On March 23, how- 
ever, he was again arrested and held in Bailov prison. Six months 
later he was sentenced by administrative decree to return to Sol- 
vychegodsk to complete his term of exile. Again it was lenient 
treatment, and this time he served out his sentence, remaining in 
Solvychegodsk until June 27, 1911. He was then banned for five 
years from returning to the Caucasus or living in St. Petersburg or 
Moscow. He chose Vologda as his place of residence, but on Sep- 
tember 6 he went illegally to St. Petersburg, where he was 
promptly arrested and sent back to Vologda for a three-year term. 

This marked the end of the Caucasian chapter of his career. 
The Caucasus had given him education and revolutionary experi- 
ence, but he had grown beyond its narrow stage. He was to return 
for brief visits, but from this time he belonged to the national 


party. 


1Q 





Stalin Emerges 
1912-13 


In mid-February 1912, while still in exile in Vologda, Stalin, as he 
was beginning to call himself, received a firsthand report on the 
Prague conference, at which Lenin had established a separate and 
independent Bolshevik party. Ordzhonikidze had come personally 
to give him the news of the new party. He learned, too, that he 
had been co-opted as a full member of the party's Central Com- 
mittee. Moreover, Lenin had acted on his insistent demands that 
there should be an organizing center as well as a newspaper inside 
Russia. The Central Committee had set up a Russian bureau 
with the functions of supervising and revitalizing party groups 
throughout the country. Stalin had been appointed a member of 
the bureau. 

For Stalin this was the beginning of a period of frantic activity. 
As he had forecast, a new tide of popular unrest had begun to 
flow. The death of Leo Tolstoy, revered as a great writer and even 
more as a powerful moral force, had marked the start of a wave of 
demonstrations, but more important was the removal of the 
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strong leadership of Peter Stolypin. On September 1, 1911, while 
attending a gala performance in the Kiev opera house in the pres- 
ence of the Tsar, he was shot at point-blank range. 

Stolypin had succeeded within a remarkably short time in es- 
tablishing order and giving Russians promise of a more liberal way 
of life. Lenin and other revolutionaries recognized that he was cre- 
ating conditions in which revolution would be delayed, perhaps 
indefinitely. Unknown to them, however, Stolypin’s tenure of 
office had been nearing its end, and the assassin’s bullet had short- 
ened it only by a few days. Incapable of appreciating the wisdom 
of Stolypin’s policies or of recognizing in him the savior of his re- 
gime, Nicholas II had decided to dismiss him. Under his succes- 
sors the government became increasingly reactionary. The mood 
of the people changed, and discontent showed in demonstrations 
and strikes. 

On February 29, 1912, Stalin escaped from Vologda, and, after 
a brief stop in St. Petersburg, he hastened south to Baku. Social 
Democrats, with a few individual exceptions, had never envisaged 
the permanent division of the party. Bolsheviks and Mensheviks 
alike took for granted that ultimately they would be united. 
Lenin’s coup in forming his own Bolshevik party met with wide 
disbelief and opposition, and nowhere more than in Trans- 
caucasia, the Menshevik stronghold. The purpose of Stalin and 
other members of the bureau was to persuade Social Democrats 
that the Bolshevik party under Lenin’s leadership was the true rev- 
olutionary party. 

Early in April 1912 Stalin was again in St. Petersburg, or- 
ganizing production of the new Bolshevik newspaper, a task that 
Lenin had entrusted to him. He had been agitating for publica- 
tion of a newspaper to inform and unite party groups, but now it 
was more urgently needed to project the new party, purged of 
Menshevik liquidators. Newspapers were subject to severe censor- 
ship, but even under this constraint a Bolshevik newspaper could 
do much to strengthen the party. 

On April 22, 1912, the first issue of Pravda (The Truth) ap- 
peared with the editorial written by Stalin. The secretary of the 
editorial board was a young man named Vyacheslav Skriabin, 
later to be known as Molotov. The name of the new paper was de- 





Stalin Emerges, 1912-13 73 


liberately taken from Trotsky’s Pravda, published abroad, which 
had remained by far the most popular of the newspapers smug- 
gled into Russia. It was a shrewd theft, for the new paper claimed 
many of Trotsky’s readers, while controverting the policies he had 
been advocating. Trotsky protested angrily, and could do nothing 
but cease publication of his own paper. 

On the day that the first issue of Pravda appeared, Stalin was 
arrested. Other members of the bureau were arrested soon after- 
wards. Malinovsky, the only member to remain at liberty, had 
done his job well, and most Bolsheviks, influenced by Lenin’s ve- 
hement support of him, were slow to suspect that he was an agent 
of the police. When Molotov was arrested, another of Lenin’s 
protégés, Miron Chemomazov, who was also a police agent, was 
appointed secretary to the editorial board in his place. 

This time Stalin was sentenced to three years’ exile in the 
Narym province of Western Siberia. He arrived there on July 18, 
1912, and escaped on September 1, returning to St. Petersburg. At 
once he resumed control of Pravda, and now he found himself 
protecting the paper from Lenin’s angry criticisms. In his editorial 
in the first issue Stalin had written, “We believe that a strong 
full-blooded movement is unthinkable without controversy—only 
in a cemetery can total identity of opinions be achieved!”! And 
further, the editorial proclaimed: “Just as we must be uncom- 
promising in our attitude to the enemy, so we must make con- 
cessions to each other. War against enemies of the workers’ 
movement, peace and comradely endeavour within the move- 
ment—that will be the guiding principle of Pravda in its day-by- 
day work.”2 

This conciliatory policy was abhorrent to Lenin. Remote from 
Russian realities, as Stalin had pointed out in his Baku articles, he 
could not appreciate the pressure of demands by Bolsheviks inside 
Russia for reunion of the party. At this stage in the judgment of 
Stalin and others living and working in Russia, Pravda had to be 
conciliatory to gain support, and circulation was soon steadily ris- 
ing towards its peak of eighty thousand copies. Lenin nevertheless 
continued to bombard the editorial board with articles, viciously 
attacking the Mensheviks as “liquidators” and “conciliators.” 
Stalin and other members of the board carefully censored his arti- 
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cles, and this brought angry tirades from Cracow, where Lenin 
had moved in order to be closer to operations without facing any 
of the risks of life inside Russia. 

“Vladimir Ilyich was so upset,” wrote Krupskaya, “when from 
the outset Prayda deliberately struck out from his articles all po- 
lemics with the liquidators.”® Typical of Lenin’s petulant out- 
bursts was “We must kick out the present editorial staff... . 
Would you call such people editors? They aren’t men, but pitiful 
dish rags, who are ruining the cause!”* 

During the autumn of 1912, Stalin was directly involved in the 
elections to the Fourth Duma. He wrote the election manifesto 
for the party’s candidates under the title “Instruction of the 
Petersburg Workers to Their Labour Deputy.” It required them 
to publicize the demands of the workers, to promote revolution, 
and not to take part “in the empty game of legislation in the rul- 
ing Duma.”5 

The “Instruction” was adopted by workers in all major indus- 
tries in St. Petersburg. Moreover, briefly forgetting his anger with 
Pravda, Lenin expressed himself to be so pleased with it that he 
published it in The Social Democrat, and in a letter to the edito- 
rial board of Pravda he wrote: “Without fail print this Instruc- 
tion to the Petersburg deputy in a prominent position in heavy 
type.”¢ 

Thirteen Social Democrat deputies were elected, six Bolsheviks 
and seven Mensheviks. As in the previous Duma, they began at 
once to co-operate with each other, forming a united faction and 
electing Chkheidze, the Georgian Menshevik, as their leader. In 
doing so they were reflecting the strong demand among the 
workers for party unity; furthermore, as a very small minority 
group in a now reactionary Duma they needed to stand together. 

Lenin exploded in anger. He demanded that the Bolshevik dep- 
uties publicly break from their Menshevik colleagues in the 
Duma. Soon after the elections, Stalin made his way to Cracow in 
answer to a summons from Lenin calling a meeting of the Central 
Committee there. Lenin lectured the committee members on the 
immediate need for the Bolshevik deputies to make the break. 
While convinced that such action was inevitable at a later date, 
Stalin knew that to do so forthwith would lose the Bolsheviks’ 
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support. Moreover, on returning to St. Petersburg towards the end 
of November, he found that the Bolshevik deputies were un- 
willing to meet Lenin’s demand. He did not press them, nor did 
he publicize in Pravda the need for the division in the party. 

Thwarted in his demands, Lenin resorted to more devious tac- 
tics. He called for another meeting of the Central Committee in 
Cracow, this time with the six Bolshevik deputies taking part. For 
Stalin and others this meant yet another frontier-crossing and 
breaking away from important work in Russia. It was a demon- 
stration of Lenin’s great authority that his summons was obeyed, 
and by the end of December 1912 all had assembled in Cracow. 
Meanwhile Lenin had dispatched Jacob Sverdlov to take charge of 
Pravda in Stalin’s absence and to make the required changes.” 

In Cracow at the end of December Lenin again urged on the 
members of the Central Committee and now particularly on the 
six Bolshevik deputies the importance of an immediate open split 
with the Mensheviks. Fired by the absolute conviction that he 
was right, he finally secured their agreement. Stalin had always ac- 
cepted the need for an open split, but had disagreed only about 
the timing, and now he accepted Lenin’s demand. 

When the members of the Central Committee and the Bolshe- 
vik deputies returned to Russia, Stalin remained in Cracow at 
Lenin’s request. It was the first time that the two men had been 
together without other members being present, but there is no rec- 
ord of their conversations or of their impressions of each other. In 
many ways they were strikingly similar. Both were small, sturdy 
in build, and with a slight Asiatic cast of feature; both possessed 
enormous strength of will, and Stalin was soon to develop the 
same drive to power, which was to make them the dominant 
leaders of the first half of the twentieth century. But there was a 
fundamental difference. Lenin, with his bullet head thrust for- 
ward, vibrant with nervous energy, was a dynamic personality, 
while Stalin, controlled and inscrutable and not yet fully con- 
scious of his mission, appeared quieter in temperament. But he 
possessed an inner strength, ruthless and cold as steel—in charac- 
ter he was the more powerful. 

Lenin was not interested in people, only in their views, and 
specifically in whether he could count on their support. He was 
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nevertheless probably curious to know more about this Georgian. 
Stalin’s record as a staunch Bolshevik and his origin as a man of 
the people, not a member of the intelligentsia, had told in his 
favor. His strongly independent cast of mind and his readiness to 
disagree on occasions were, however, disturbing characteristics to 
Lenin, who demanded subservience from his supporters. At this 
time, however, apart from keeping him away from St. Petersburg 
and leaving Sverdlov a free hand on Pravda, he had particular 
need of Stalin’s assistance in finding a solution to the troublesome 
problem of the nationalities. 

At the turn of the century the Great Russians formed less than 
half of the empire’s total population of 124.2 million. Of the 
other nationalities within its frontiers the most important were 
the Ukrainians (22.5 million), the Poles (7.9 million), the Jews 
(5 million), the Letts (1.4 million), the Lithuanians (1.65 mil- 
lion), and the Georgians (1.35 million), while the Grand Duchy 
of Finland, linked with Russia through the person of the Tsar, 
had a population of 3 million.® 

Nationalist movements among most of the non-Russian peoples 
had gathered strength, reacting particularly against the rigorous 
Russification policies of Alexander III. In 1905, the revolutionary 
year, massive demonstrations and rebellions had taken place in 
Poland, the Ukraine, Finland, the Baltic provinces, and the Cau- 
casus, but this upsurge had been countered after 1907 by a Rus- 
sian nationalist offensive. 

On the problem of the nationalities Lenin had been confused 
in his thinking. He had always expressed strong support for na- 
tionalist movements as for any other activity that might help de- 
stroy the tsarist regime. He was the champion of self-determina- 
tion, territorial autonomy, and the absolute right of secession, but 
still he thought in terms of a strictly centralized party of all 
workers in the Russian Empire. He gave his attention to the prob- 
lem for the first time when the Bund, claiming to represent all 
Jews as a distinct nationality, demanded “national-cultural au- 
tonomy.” He opposed the claim on the ground that the Jews were 
widely scattered and did not occupy a recognized territory; the 
correct solution was for the Jews to merge into Russian organi- 
zations. But he continued to promote the rights of Poles, Ukrain- 
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ians, and other nationalities, which occupied their own distinct 
territories. 

The real dangers of nationalism struck Lenin forcibly early in 
1912, when he was living in Cracow in Austrian Poland. The Aus- 
trian Empire, like the Russian, contained numerous national mi- 
norities, and over the years the Austrian Social Democrat party had 
developed as a federation of autonomous groups, organized on na- 
tional lines. Lenin now saw this as a serious weakness. At the same 
time he became aware of the division among Poles between Jézef 
Pitsudski’s Socialist party, which stood for full independence, and 
the Polish Social Democrat party, dominated by Rosa Luxem- 
burg, who was an internationalist, adamantly opposed to the Pol- 
ish and all other nationalist movements as irrelevant and poten- 
tially damaging to the revolutionary cause. Lenin argued against 
this internationalism, because it was inexpedient and would lose 
his party support in Russia, but he also condemned nationalism, 
which would weaken the party. 

Lenin remained basically a Great Russian in outlook and in his 
assumption that the party would be Russian dominated and led. 
Now he became alarmed by the possibility that the Russian party 
might also lose its unity and decline into a loose federation of na- 
tional groups, each with its own independent standpoint. The 
time had come to combat this pemicious threat. The dilemma 
nevertheless remained of how to reconcile the promotion of na- 
tional independence movements with the unity of the Russian 
patty and ultimately with the centralized Russian republic, which 
would emerge after the Revolution. 

Stalin’s arrival was timely. As a Georgian he could not be 
charged with Great Russian chauvinism, and he came from a re- 
gion in which there was one Social Democrat organization, em- 
bracing Georgians, Armenians, Russians, Tatars, and others. Re- 
cently Noi Zhordania and a group of Georgian Mensheviks had 
proposed the adoption of the Austrian principle of “national-cul- 
tural autonomy.” Stalin was the right man to expose the falsity of 
the idea. He had always opposed this deviation in Transcaucasia. 
As long ago as 1904 he had written strongly in support of a cen- 
tralized Russian party, embracing workers of all nationalities, and 
had attacked Georgians who favored national groups within the 
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party. Again in 1906 he had opposed national autonomy when it 
was mooted by a group of Social Democrats in Kutais. 

Lenin was delighted to discover that Stalin shared his view that 
such a trend within the party would lead to fatal weakness. In 
February 1912 he wrote to Maksim Gorky: “About nationalism, I 
fully agree with you that we have to bear down harder. We have 
here a wonderful Georgian who has undertaken to write a long ar- 
ticle for Prosveshchenie after gathering all the Austrian and other 
material. We will take care of this matter.”?° 

Stalin spent January 1913 in Vienna, writing his article which 
was published under the title of Marxism and the National Ques- 
tion.) In the introduction he stated his basic position: 


The wave of nationalism has been advancing more strongly all 
the time, threatening to engulf the working masses. . . . At this 
difficult stage social democracy has the great mission of repelling 
nationalism, of protecting the masses from the general infection, 
for social democracy alone can achieve it, opposing against na- 
tionalism the tried weapons of the internationalism, unity and 
the indivisibility of the class struggle.12 


In the first section of the article he defined the constituent ele- 
ments of a nation as community of economic life, of language, of 
territory, and of “national character,” all of which elements must 
be present together. Next he explained that every true nation had 
the right “freely to determine its own fate,” to be autonomous 
and to secede.!* But he strongly criticized the Austrian program of 
“cultural-national autonomy,” which amounted to hidden nation- 
alism and “paves the way not only for the isolation of nations, 
but also for the breaking-up of the workers’ movement.”!* He con- 
demned the Jewish Bund and the Caucasian groups which pur- 
sued separatism and subordinated socialism to nationalism. The 
correct solution for the Jews was assimilation, and for the Trans- 
caucasian people it was regional autonomy. Indeed, regional au- 
tonomy was the answer to the national problem in Russia, pro- 
vided that in permitting freedom for the minorities to use their 
own languages, run their own schools and cultural activities, the 
workers were organized within the one Social Democrat party. He 
ended his article with the assertion that the final answer to the na- 
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tional question lay in “the principle of the international unity of 
workers,”45 

Marxism and the National Question was written in his clear and 
trenchant style. In its approach and arguments it was recog- 
nizably his own work, showing how his thoughts on the subject 
had developed consistently over the past eight years. Moreover, he 
wrote it with confidence, for he knew more about the problem 
than Lenin or Trotsky and Bukharin, whom he met in Vienna at 
this time. 

Lenin was pleased with the work. In an editorial on the na- 
tional program of the party he wrote that the article “stands out 
in first place” in recent Marxist theoretical writing on the sub- 
ject.1° It gave Stalin a new standing as a Marxist theoretician in 
party circles.!7 

As soon as this work was done, Stalin returned to St. Peters- 
burg, arriving there in mid-February 1913. He found accommo- 
dation in a private apartment, and in reminiscences published 
many years later, his landlady recalled that he was very earnest, 
quiet, and considerate.18 But his stay in St. Petersburg was brief. 
Jacob Sverdlov, like himself a co-opted member of the Central 
Committee, had been arrested on February 9 (1913), and, in- 
formed by Malinovsky, the Okhrana was now rounding up all lead- 
ing Bolsheviks. On February 23 a musical evening was arranged to 
raise funds for Pravda. Stalin was uncertain about attending and 
asked the advice of Malinovsky, who assured him that the police 
would never arrest him on such a public occasion. He went and 
was promptly arrested. 
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The Last Exile 
1913-17 


For five months Stalin lay in prison in St. Petersburg. Early 
in July 1913 he was sent under guard by rail to Krasnoyarsk and 
then by boat northwards along the Yenisei River to Monas- 
tyrskoe, a small town which served as the administrative center of 
the Turukhansk region. His previous sentences of exile had been 
to places not too far distant and had involved inconvenience 
rather than hardship. The new sentence marked the end of such 
lenience. The Okhrana had evidently decided that the Bolsheviks 
had served their purpose in disrupting the Social Democrat party 
and were no longer needed. Systematically the police arrested and 
removed them to distant penal settlements where they could 
cause no trouble. 

The Yenisei-Turukhansk region in northern Siberia, part of 
which lies within the Arctic Circle, is a vast, remote expanse from 
which escape was virtually impossible. The savage cold, the ex- 
treme monotony of the long dark winters, the brief hot summers 
when the air was thick with insects, and the greatly feared winter 
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storms, which struck like hurricanes, burying whole villages in 
whirls of snow, all intensified the sense of isolation. Life was re- 
duced to a primitive struggle against the elements. Men went mad 
and the suicide rate among the exiles was high. It was a place 
where only men with reserves of moral and physical strength sur- 
vived; and they, too, were marked permanently by the experience. 

Stalin was probably in a black thwarted mood as he waited in 
prison to learn his fate, and then set out on the long journey deep 
into Siberia. Through ability, dedication, and hard work, and 
certainly not through tact, subservience, or flattery, he had risen in 
the party hierarchy to a position of authority. As a member of the 
Central Committee and editor of Pravda he had much to do, but 
he was being sent far away into exile and impotence. He may have 
felt resentful towards Lenin, Trotsky, and others who lived in se- 
curity abroad, but more probably he despised them for removing 
themselves from the dangers of the real revolutionary struggle. 

Learning that he was to join them, the colony of exiles in 
Monastyrskoe prepared a separate room and saved food for him 
from their meager provisions. In the bleak isolation of their lives, a 
new arrival was an exciting event, especially a member of the Rus- 
sian Bureau and of the Central Committee. He would bring news 
of other comrades and of the latest developments in St. Peters- 
burg and Moscow. 

Headed by Sverdlov, the exiles assembled to greet him on 
arrival. Stalin did not respond to their welcome. He was surly in 
manner and evidently not prepared to talk to them. He went into 
his room and did not reappear. But the account of how he antago- 
nized his fellow exiles should be treated with reserve. It is con- 
tained chiefly in the reminiscences of R. G. Zakharova, published 
more than fifty years later. She herself was not in Turukhansk, but 
heard the details from her husband, a Bolshevik in exile there 
from 1903 to 1913, who obviously had no liking for Stalin.t But 
with his rough manners and aggressive outlook, and his complete 
disinterest in personal popularity, Stalin readily made enemies at 
this time. While the other exiles banded together for compan- 
ionship, he isolated himself except when official party business 
was to be transacted. According to his daughter, “He loved Si- 
beria . . .” and “He always looked back on his years of exile as if 
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they were nothing but hunting, fishing, and walks through the 
taiga.”* But he may also have had an instinctive need for solitude 
in which to think about the future, sensing that he was on the 
threshold of a new epoch in his life. 

Yakov Sverdlov, with whom Stalin was never on friendly terms, 
was a small, unemphatic man in appearance, but had been since 
1902 an indefatigable underground worker. Lunacharsky wrote of 
him: “The man was like ice . . . like a diamond. His moral na- 
ture, too, had a similar quality that was crystalline, cold, and 
spiky. He was transparently free of personal ambition and any 
form of personal calculation to such a degree that he was some- 
how faceless. He never originated anything but merely trans- 
mitted what he received from the Central Committee, sometimes 
from Lenin personally.” 

During their Siberian exile, and especially in Kureika, where 
they were sent to finish their term, Stalin and Sverdlov were 
thrown into each other’s company, and they became completely 
estranged. Writing in March 1914 to a friend, Sverdlov com- 
mented: “I am much worse off in the new place. Just the fact of 
not being alone in a room. There are two of us. With me is the 
Georgian, Dzhugashvili, an old acquaintance whom I already 
know from another exile. A good fellow, but too much of an indi- 
vidualist in everyday life.” In the following May, Sverdlov wrote 
in another letter that “now the comrade and J are living in 
different quarters and rarely see each other.”® 

There is as usual only the scantiest information about Stalin’s 
own life and outlook in this period. The Alliluyevs provide some 
details. Sergei Alliluyev and Stalin had become friends in Baku, 
and, when Sergei moved with his family to St. Petersburg, he and 
his wife always welcomed Stalin into their home, and helped him 
when he was on the run. While in Turukhansk he received from 
them parcels of warm clothing and gifts of money. Later in 1915 
he wrote to Olga, Sergei’s wife, expressing thanks and asking them 
not to spend their much-needed money on him. But he asked 
them to send him post cards, showing local scenery. “Nature in 
this accursed region is shamefully poor—in summer the river and 
in winter the snow, that’s all nature offers here—and I’m crazy 
with longing for natural scenes, if only on paper.”® 
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Svetlana Alliluyeva related that in later years he would some- 
times talk about Siberia, “its stark beauty and its rough silent peo- 
ple.”? He was on good terms with the local inhabitants. They 
showed him how to fish in the Yenisei, but instead of staying in 
one place, as they did, he moved about until he found a spot 
where the fishing was good. His catches were often so large that 
they believed that he had magic powers and would exclaim: 
“Osip [their own name for him], thou knowest the word!” On 
one occasion in winter he was overtaken by a snowstorm on the 
way home and lost his way. Coming upon two local peasants, he 
was surprised that they ran away from him. He learned later that 
his face had been so covered with snow and ice that they had 
thought he was a goblin.® Later his own daughter wrote that “my 
aunts told me that during one of his Siberian exiles [presumably 
Turukhansk] he had lived with a local peasant woman and that 
their son was still living somewhere—he had received little educa- 
tion and had no pretensions to the big name.”® 

In Siberia, Stalin fretted over his inactivity. The Bolshevik or- 
ganization was disintegrating. Pravda’s circulation fell from forty 
thousand copies daily to about half this number. The open break 
by the Bolsheviks from the Mensheviks in the Duma was a major 
cause of this decline. At the same time the Okhrana was arresting 
all Bolshevik activists, and depriving party organs of leadership. 
Then on August 2, 1914, the German declaration of war on Rus- 
sia united the Russian people in a mood of patriotic fervor and 
loyalty to the Tsar. Support for the Bolsheviks and other revolu- 
tionary parties declined even further. 

Within Russia, revolutionaries were divided into the defensists, 
who refused to oppose the national war effort, and the defeatists, 
who, in Lenin’s words, stood for the defeat of Russia “as the lesser 
evil” and urged “the conversion of the imperialist war into a civil 
war.”29 In the Duma the Bolshevik and Menshevik deputies re- 
fused to vote for the war budget; and in August 1914 they made a 
public declaration, repudiating the war. 

Lenin was not satisfied. He demanded that they should adopt 
his Theses on the War, which went far beyond their declaration, 
and required them to work for Russia’s defeat. No policy was 
more calculated to antagonize workers and peasants at this time 
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or to bring the full force of government repression down on the 
already enfeebled party. In his intransigence he seemed intent on 
destroying the party. The fact that he was ordering the deputies 
to commit treason, for which summary trial and execution were 
the penalties in wartime, may not have occurred to Lenin, who 
moved early in September 1914 from Austria to neutral Switzer- 
land for safety. 

Soon after the arrest of Sverdlov and Stalin, Lev Kamenev had 
arrived in St. Petersburg, now called by the Slav name of Pet- 
rograd in the wave of anti-German feeling. Kamenev had come as 
Lenin’s personal representative on the Central Committee. He 
arranged a meeting of Bolsheviks to discuss the Theses on the 
War on the night of November 14. The police knew about the 
meeting through their agents, and arrested all present. Aleksandr 
Kerensky, leader of the socialist revolutionary Trudovik group in 
the Duma and a prominent advocate, defended them and pro- 
posed to the court that Lenin should be tried in his absence and 
his defeatist views made known more widely. At their trial Ka- 
menev and the Bolshevik deputies repudiated Lenin’s theses. 
They were nevertheless found guilty of treason, but escaped the 
death sentence and were exiled to Turukhansk. 

Arriving in Monastyrskoe, Kamenev and the deputies found 
that their conduct at the trial was being heatedly discussed by the 
exiles already there. In July 1915 some eighteen Bolsheviks, in- 
cluding four members of the Central Committee, assembled and 
heard reports on the trial. There was a move to censure Kamenev, 
but Stalin and others opposed it. According to Trotsky, Lenin 
remained highly critical of Kamenev’s behavior and demanded a 
public apology by him and the five deputies, which they never 
made.4 

By October 1916 conditions at the front had deteriorated, 
and casualties were so heavy that the government announced the 
call-up of political exiles. Stalin was ordered to report in Kras- 
noyarsk. It meant traveling in winter conditions from Kureika to 
Monastyrskoe and along the Yenisei to Krasnoyarsk. According to 
Boris I. Ivanov, “When Dzhugashvili arrived at Monastyrskoe 
from Kereika, . . . [he] remained as proud as ever, as locked up 
in himself, in his own thoughts and plans.” !2 
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Early in 1917 Stalin had his medical examination and was re- 
jected as unfit for service because of the deformity in his left arm 
and also because, as he told the Alliluyev family, the authorities 
considered that he would be an “undesirable element” in the 
Army.18 Since, however, his sentence had only a few months to 
run, he was not sent back to Turukhansk, but allowed to settle in 
Achinsk, a small town on the Trans-Siberian railway line. 

Lev Kamenev was then in Achinsk, where he had been joined 
by his wife, Olga, who was Trotsky’s sister. Stalin was a frequent 
visitor to their house in the evenings. A. Baikalov, an émigré who 
published his recollections in Paris thirty-seven years later, was 
there on occasions. He recalled that Kamenev dominated the con- 
versation and that he did not hesitate to cut short Stalin’s rare 
contributions with slighting comments. Stalin would then sit in si- 
lence, smoking his pipe, occasionally nodding agreement with Ka- 
menev.?4 

One can only speculate about Stalin’s development during the 
three and a half years spent in Yenisei-Turukhansk. There is no 
lack of stories of his abrasive behavior, but nearly all were re- 
corded many years later by embittered exiles. The hatreds engen- 
dered within the Russian revolutionary movement remained in- 
tense and vicious. In fact, this offensive behavior stemmed from 
his nature as an able and sensitive individual, deeply conscious of 
his humble background and other disadvantages, who had always 
felt a driving need to assert himself. With people of similar back- 
ground he was friendly, but towards intellectuals and others who 
patronized him he was aggressive. But he was capable of close 
human relationships. Around 1904 he had married Ekaterina 
Svanidze and had had a child; he was warmly received by the 
Alliluyev family and other friends. Indeed, he was recognizably a 
more normal human being than Lenin. 

At the time of his Siberian exile Stalin was in his mid-thirties. 
He could look back on achievements and valuable experiences. He 
had watched and listened to Plekhanov, Martov, and other lead- 
ing Social Democrats, and he had worked closely with the “moun- 
tain eagle” himself. He had a sharp, critical eye and was quick to 
discern the strengths and weaknesses of others. He had realized 
that he was in no way their inferior, but an equal. It was this reali- 
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zation that softened his abrasiveness and that explains his plea for 
a spirit of comradely understanding within the party which, to 
Lenin’s disgust, he had expressed in the editorial of the first issue 
of Pravda, It may partly explain, too, the facts that he was gaining 
a reputation for being a man of moderation and that at the party 
conference in July 1917 he was elected to the Central Committee 
with the third highest number of votes. Alongside this change in 
conduct, growing out of a new self-confidence, certain ideas were 
evolving in his mind which were to dominate his thinking in the 
years to come, and with a dynamic power that was to make him 
the absolute ruler over the vast Russian empire. 

Since the age of nineteen he had been single-minded in his ded- 
ication to Marxist dogma and to the conception of the small party 
of professional revolutionaries, leading the working class in the 
complete transformation of society. He never wavered in his con- 
viction that this was the only way to organize and govern people 
for their own welfare. 

Of the other ideas which were now taking a permanent grip on 
his mind, the first was a profound sense of Russian nationalism. 
He began to think of a Russia no longer weak, undeveloped, 
inefficiently governed, and at the mercy of her enemies, but pow- 
erful, dynamic, and able to dominate the world. By an extraor- 
dinary process of assimilation this Georgian embraced Russia with 
a deep feeling for her historical traditions and strivings. He had 
read widely in Russian history and had studied the policies and 
methods of Ivan the Dread and Peter the Great, perhaps seeing 
himself as their heir. Moreover, the conceptions of Moscow as the 
Third Rome and of the messianic mission of the Great Russian 
people, transmuted by Marxism-Leninism, gripped his imagina- 
tion, revealing themselves in his later policies. 

The second idea, probably embryonic at this time and properly 
realized only years later when Lenin’s health began to fail, was 
that he himself was the man of history, fated to lead the party 
and Russia in this momentous mission. He would regenerate and 
awaken this somnolent giant of a country to its destiny. This, 
rather than personal lust for power, was the driving motive, the 
grand purpose, and the main source of the tyranny of his rule. 


In his Siberian exile, Stalin was removed from the calamitous 
events of the war years. But news of the disasters at the front, the 
ferment in the cities, and the approaching collapse of the tsarist 
tegime all added to his impatience to return to Petrograd. On 
learning of the amnesty for political prisoners he set out at once 
for the city. 

The capital to which he returned was confused and chaotic, 
reflecting the state of the whole country. Law and order had bro- 
ken down. Anarchy was at hand. But Nicholas II at the Supreme 
Military Headquarters in Mogilev remained unaware of the grav- 
ity of the situation. In spite of appeals and warnings from the 
president of the Duma and others, he believed that his troops 
would restore order. On March 12, however, mutiny broke out in 
certain senior regiments in the capital; this was the turning point. 
The special guards detachments, ordered from Mogilev to put 
down the mutiny, joined with the rebels on reaching the city. On 
March 15 Nicholas II abdicated. 
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Although the Duma was formally dissolved, its members re- 
fused to disperse. They elected a provisional committee which as- 
sumed power. But the committee was at once faced with the ri- 
valry of the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, which had 
been active briefly during the Revolution of 1905 and was now 
hurriedly revived. The deputies were said to have been chosen on 
the basis of one for each thousand workers and one for each army 
company, and they claimed to be representative of the insurgents 
and left-wing elements. The Provisional Committee and the Exec- 
utive Committee, known as Excom, of the Soviet co-operated to 
a limited degree, and on March 16 agreed to set up a provisional 
government. Kerensky, a lawyer of great energy and ability, was 
to become head of this government. But although a revolutionary 
socialist in politics, he was moderate and humane and lacked the 
implacable fanaticism of Lenin, Stalin, and Trotsky, and he failed 
to understand the mood of the country. 

Arriving on March 12 in Petrograd, Stalin went at once to the 
Alliluyev home, where he received a warm welcome. The whole 
family was present: Sergei and his wife, Olga, their son, Fedor, 
their elder daughter, Anna, whose memoirs provide the record of 
this home-coming, and the younger daughter, Nadya, then a 
schoolgirl aged sixteen. He answered their questions about life in 
Siberia, and, using his talent for mimicry, he made them laugh 
about the peasants who had met the train at every station from 
Krasnoyarsk to Petrograd. The spokesman of each group would 
orate grandiloquently that “holy revolution, long-awaited, dear rev- 
olution had arrived at last” and salute the returning political exiles 
as warriors from a field of battle. They seemed to think that 
Reyvolutsiya (Revolution) was a person and a successor to the 
Tsar, just as in 1825 many of the troops had believed that Konsti- 
tutsiya (Constitution) was the wife of Constantine, who was 
thought to be succeeding Alexander I to the throne. 

On the following morning Stalin set out by tram for the office 
of Pravda. Fedor, Anna, and Nadya went with him. They were 
looking for accommodation nearer to the city center. When they 
parted, Stalin called out: “Don’t forget to keep a room for me in 
the new apartment! Don’t forget!” 

Party headquarters had been set up in a mansion, which had 
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belonged to the ballerina Mathilde Kschessinska. There he met 
with a rebuff. The Bolshevik organization was coming to life 
again. The Russian Bureau of the Central Committee was direct- 
ing party affairs and taking in various members as they emerged 
from prison or exile. On March 12, the day of his return to Pet- 
rograd, the bureau considered the question of Stalin’s admission 
to its membership. According to the minutes of this meeting, the 
bureau received a report that he had been an agent of the Central 
Committee and would be a desirable member. It is strange that 
the bureau should have required a report on Stalin and that its 
minutes should have described him merely as an agent of the Cen- 
tral Committee, when he had been a member of it and of the bu- 
reau as well as editor of Pravda. Then came the extraordinary de- 
cision that “in view of certain characteristics inherent in him, the 
Bureau expressed itself to the effect that he should be invited with 
an advisory vote.”? 

The reference to “certain characteristics” presumably concerned 
his uncomradely aloofness in Turukhansk. Further, Kameney was 
to be allowed to write for Pravda, provided that his articles were 
unsigned. The decision must have been all the more offensive, 
since Muranov, a former Bolshevik deputy, who had no special 
abilities or record of service to the party, but who retumed from 
exile with them, was admitted at once to full membership. 

The leading members of the bureau at this time were Aleksandr 
Shlyapnikov and Molotov. They were clearly troubled by the pros- 
pect of being displaced by Stalin and Kamenev. Shlyapnikov ex- 
plained later that the bureau’s attempt to exclude them from its 
inner counsels arose from disapproval of their ambivalent attitude 
towards the provisional government and the war.’ It was a spe- 
cious excuse, for Muranov was known to support the government 
and the policy of continuing the war. 

Stalin acted at once, showing a new authority. He was the senior 
party member present, and in ability he towered over Shlyapnikov 
and Molotov, whom he swept aside. Three days after his return he 
was elected to the bureau’s Presidium with full voting rights and 
was appointed Bolshevik representative on the Executive Commit- 
tee (Excom) of the Petrograd Soviet of Workers’ Deputies. With 
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Kamenev he also took over Pravda, which had resumed publica- 
tion on March 5, 1917, under the editorship of Molotov. 

Stalin dominated the party during the three weeks until Lenin’s 
retum. Recognizing that Lenin’s violent opposition to the war 
and to the provisional government would antagonize most party 
members and people outside the party, he pursued a moderate 
policy. He advocated limited support for the provisional govern- 
ment on the ground that the bourgeois-democratic revolution was 
not yet complete and that there would be a period of years before 
conditions were ripe for the socialist revolution. It made no sense, 
therefore, to work to destroy the government at this stage. In his 
policy towards the war he was equally common-sensed, writing 
that “when an army faces the enemy, it would be the most stupid 
policy to urge it to lay down arms and go home.” In response to 
the general demand among Social Democrats, he was even pre- 
pared to consider reunion with acceptable elements in the Men- 
shevik party, and on his initiative the bureau agreed to convene a 
joint conference. 

Pravda reflected this policy of moderation. Articles received 
from Lenin were edited, and the abusive references to the provi- 
sional government and to the Mensheviks were toned down or 
cut. According to Shlyapnikov, jaundiced by his summary dis- 
placement, the “editorial revolution was strongly criticized by Pet- 
rograd workers, some even demanding the expulsion of Stalin, 
Kamenev and Muranov from the party.”® But, while there may 
have been a few radicals who took this line, the mass of the party 
supported the moderate policy, as was shown in the general re- 
sponse to Lenin’s pronouncements during the following weeks. 

Late on the evening of April 3, Lenin arrived at the Finland 
Station in Petrograd. It was a tumultuous occasion, effectively 
stage-managed with festoons of red banners, guards of honor, and 
a military band. Describing the scene, Sukhanov observed that 
“the Bolsheviks, who shone at organization and always aimed at 
emphasizing externals and putting on a goed show, had dispensed 
with any superfluous modesty and were plainly preparing a real tri- 
umphal entry.”® In promoting Lenin as the hero of the masses, 
however, the party had a special purpose. Lenin had traveled from 
Switzerland through Germany, aided by the enemy government. 
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Patriotic and anti-German feelings were still strong among Rus- 
sians, and the party was anxious to counteract rumors that Lenin 
was a German agent, a charge which was to cause the Bolsheviks 
serious embarrassment in the months ahead. 

“All the comrades groped about in darkness until the arrival of 
Lenin,” one Bolshevik noted.? Disregarding the fanfare of wel- 
come, he plunged at once into the business of revolution. He 
made an immediate impact on the party both by his implacable 
fanaticism and by the drastic, urgent policy that he expounded. 

At the Finland Station, Lenin ignored Chkheidze and the 
Excom delegation who had come to greet him and at once ha- 
rangued the crowd about the futility of defending the capitalist 
fatherland and the need to negotiate an immediate peace. On the 
way to party headquarters he stopped repeatedly to address the 
people, railing against the war, the provisional government, and 
the Mensheviks as “traitors to the cause of the proletariat, peace, 
and freedom.”® His speeches disturbed many of his listeners. 
“Ought to stick our bayonets into a fellow like that. . . . Must be 
a German,” Sukhanov overheard one angry soldier remark.® 

Lenin was clearly out of touch with the mood of the city. But 
he was impatient. He sensed, after conspiring and struggling all 
his life, that power was within his grasp. He hammered home his 
policies, and, aided by the increasing anger over food shortages, 
the disasters of the war, and the crisis of leadership, he began to 
gain support. His message was simple: The party must press for- 
ward to immediate socialist revolution. He ruled out union of any 
kind with the Mensheviks, or support for the provisional govern- 
ment, or for any continuation of the war. He set out this policy in 
his Theses, which he urged upon the party conference in Apmil. 

The party was shaken by his aggressive demand for immediate 
revolution. Pravda denounced it as “unacceptable in that it starts 
from the assumption that the bourgeois democratic revolution is 
ended.”1° Kamenev, Zinoviev, and other leading Bolsheviks as 
well as many ordinary members opposed not only his main thesis 
but also his ban on relations with the Mensheviks. Inexorably he 
wore down their opposition and ranged the party behind him. 

In May Trotsky arrived from abroad and greatly strengthened 
Lenin’s position. They had had many disputes, but fundamentally 
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they were in agreement. At the time of his return to Russia, 
Trotsky was not even a member of the Bolshevik party, but he 
was soon to be welcomed with enthusiasm and elected at once to 
the Central Committee. 

From the moment of Lenin’s arrival in Petrograd, Stalin slipped 
into the background. His moderate approach had been overruled, 
and, like so many others in the party, he must have pondered 
deeply over the new policy of immediate revolution. Apparently, 
however, he accepted with equanimity his own personal dis- 
placement. He had always recognized Lenin as the leader, and if 
he had had any thought of challenging his position, this might 
have been the time to do so. Far from challenging, however, he 
appreciated that Lenin’s policy, which would have been madness 
earlier, was becoming practical and necessary in the growing chaos 
to which both the provisional government and the Soviet were 
contributing. He now gave Lenin his full support. 

During the coming months Stalin appeared to be overshadowed 
also by Trotsky, Zinoviev, Bukharin, and others. Sukhanov de- 
scribed him as a “grey blur.”!2 Trotsky with customary malice and 
excess described him as a “plebian democrat and oafish provincial 
forced by the spirit of the times to assume the Marxist tinge.”!? 
At this time Stalin was entrenching himself as a moderate and de- 
pendable leader, and with Kamenev he remained editor of Pravda. 
While the others were making speeches and contending for the 
center of the stage, he was always present, stable as a foundation 
stone, working within the party organization. Far from being a 
“grey blur,” he was gaining the respect and confidence of 
members, as was shown at the Seventh Party Conference in late 
April, when he received the third highest number of votes after 
Lenin and Zinoviev in the secret ballot for the Central Com- 
mittee. 

At this conference Stalin delivered his report on the nation- 
alities. It was no longer a matter of theory, but had become an ur- 
gent practical problem. The Finns, Poles, and Ukrainians were de- 
manding independence or at least a degree of autonomy. Stalin 
spoke on the right of all nationalities to self-determination and 
even secession. This may have given him some difficulty, for he 
instinctively favored a strongly centralized and united Russian 
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port of the conference. Grigori Pyatakov, Ukrainian by birth, 
and Feliks Dzerzhinsky, a Pole, had both disagreed, fearing that 
the disintegration of the Russian empire would damage the class 
struggle and the cause of revolution. Stalin defeated them in de- 
bate, but tried to reassure them that in the free socialist republic 
which would take the place of the empire, the nationalities would 
have no desire to secede. 

Seeking every weapon to help him to seize power, Lenin now 
proclaimed his support for the Soviets of Workers’, which were 
sharing power with and dominating the provisional government. 
He had been impressed by their popularity, and, recognizing that 
they held the real power, he reversed the policy he had advocated 
from Switzerland. Now he argued that the party must work to 
create “a republic of workers’, soldiers’, and peasants’ deputies in 
the whole country.” The slogan “All power to the Soviets” was 
born. 

Alarmed by the mounting anarchy and the threats of a violent 
popular upheaval, and influenced by Kerensky’s fervent appeals, 
the Excom of the Petrograd Soviet and the provisional govern- 
ment formed a coalition. At first Kerensky was the dominant 
leader in the coalition. He was still committed to continuing Rus- 
sia’s participation in the war, and he threw himself into whipping 
up support for a new military offensive. It began on July 1 and 
swept forward triumphantly against the Austrians. But then Ger- 
man troops halted the advance. The Russian armies collapsed. 
Thousands of desperate, undisciplined men surged eastwards. For 
Kerensky and other moderate revolutionaries this rout put an end 
to all hopes of negotiating peace from a position of strength and 
of restoring stable government. Russia was not fated to follow a 
moderate course. 

A tide of violent disorder swept over the country, exploding in 
the “July Days.” Fear gripped the city. Some twenty thousand 
sailors from Kronstadt and thirty thousand Putilov workers joined 
the general violence. Mass hysteria led to mass killings and de- 
struction. But, as Sukhanoy wrote, “The blood and filth of this 
senseless day had a sobering effect by evening and evidently 
evoked a swift reaction.”24 
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The upheaval, which had seemed spontaneous, had in fact been 
instigated by the Bolsheviks. But its fury had taken Lenin by 
surprise. He had made no plans to take over the city or to depose 
the provisional govemment, and the demonstration had grown so 
explosively that the party could not control it. 

The city reacted sharply. The provisional government, with the 
support of the Petrograd Soviet, accused the Bolsheviks of at- 
tempting to destroy the Revolution and reduce the country to 
anarchy. The Ministry of Justice released documents purporting 
to prove that Lenin and other Bolshevik leaders were, in fact, Ger- 
man agents. The accusation made an immediate impact. The Bol- 
shevik party became the object of popular hatred. Pravda was 
closed down. Trotsky, Kamenev, and Lunacharsky were arrested, 
but Lenin and Zinoviev had already gone into hiding. At this time 
public opinion was severely critical of Lenin on political and 
moral grounds. Within the party, too, voices were raised accusing 
him of abandoning his comrades and being concerned only for 
his personal safety.!* 

Lenin’s hiding place was the new apartment of Stalin’s friends, 
the Alliluyev family, on Rozhdestvenskaya Street. There he occu- 
pied the room that had been kept for Stalin’s use. The question 
now was whether Lenin and Zinoviev should surrender to trial in 
order to counter the criticism that they had deserted their com- 
tades and to answer the government's charges. 

On the night of July 20 (7 July) Stalin, Krupskaya, Ordzhoni- 
kidze, and others gathered in the apartment to discuss the ques- 
tion with Lenin. The chief fear was that if he surrendered, govern- 
ment agents would kill him before he reached prison, let alone 
trial. Stalin and Ordzhonikidze tried to negotiate with the Men- 
sheviks in the Petrograd Soviet guarantees that, if they surren- 
dered, Lenin and Zinoviev would be protected and given a public 
trial. At this time, however, when Bolshevik fortunes were at such 
a low ebb and when Lenin himself was the subject of virulent crit- 
icism, he would not risk his personal safety or limit his freedom of 
action. It became necessary to change his hiding place. Sestroretsk, 
a smal] town on the Gulf of Finland, was chosen. Great care was 
taken with his disguise. Stalin acted as barber and shaved off his 
beard and mustache. Wearing a cap and a long coat, lent by Ser- 
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gei Alliluyev, Lenin looked like a Finnish peasant, as he made his 
way, accompanied by Stalin and Alliluyev, to the Primorsky Sta- 
tion, where he boarded the crowded train to Sestroretsk.15 

With so many of its leaders under arrest or in hiding, and sur- 
rounded by hostility, the Bolshevik party was at the nadir of its 
fortunes. Jt demonstrated, however, an extraordinary resilience. 
The few remaining members were dedicated and unshakable. 
Moreover, Stalin was at liberty, and he provided a leadership 
which, although less dynamic and visionary than Lenin’s and less 
dramatic than Trotsky’s, was rocklike in its strength and determi- 
nation. 

Early in August, the Sixth Party Congress met secretly in Pet- 
rograd. In the absence of Lenin, Stalin delivered the Central 
Committee’s report to the 267 delegates, displaying great skill and 
persuasiveness. Many delegates were on edge after the hysteria of 
the July Days and confused by Lenin’s change in tactics. He had 
now abandoned the slogan “All power to the Soviets” because, he 
declared, the Soviets had become counterrevolutionary in support- 
ing the government against the Bolsheviks. 

In presenting the Central Committee’s report, Stalin showed 
that he had moved away from his moderate policy. He now con- 
demned the provisional government as “a puppet, a miserable 
screen behind which stand the Kadets, the military clique, and al- 
lied capital—three pillars of counter revolution.” Before the July 
Days a transfer of power to the Soviets without violence might 
have been possible, but now “the peaceful period of the revolution 
has ended; the non-peaceful period, the period of clashes and ex- 
plosions, has come.” At the same time he was careful not to ex- 
pound the new policy in the blunt terms of an ultimatum, which 
was Lenin’s way. He was sensitive to the fact that many delegates 
were reluctant to cast aside the Soviets, while others still believed 
that it was premature to think of an immediate socialist revolu- 
tion.1® It was in large measure his achievement that the resolu- 
tion approving the policy was adopted with only four abstentions. 

In the discussion on the final part of the draft resolution Stalin 
made a spontaneous contribution which illustrated his individual 
approach, and pointed to his future policy. Dissenting from a pro- 
posal that revolution was possible “on condition of a proletariat 
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revolution in the West,” he said that “the possibility is not ex- 
cluded that Russia will be the country that blazes the trail to so- 
cialism. .. . It is necessary to give up the outwom idea that 
Europe alone can show us the way. There is a dogmatic Marxism 
and a creative Marxism. I stand on the ground of the latter.”?” 

Stalin’s handling of the Sixth Party Congress raised his prestige 
and authority. In the elections to the Central Committee he 
came after Lenin, Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Trotsky in the number 
of votes polled. When the Central Committee elected the edito- 
rial board of Pravda, Stalin received the most votes and Trotsky 
failed to gain election. When it was decided to elect a ten-man 
inner cabinet of the enlarged Central Committee, Stalin again 
prevailed in the balloting. 

In July Kerensky had become Prime Minister, and with the sup- 
port of the Excom had formed a new cabinet with a majority of 
moderate socialists. The challenge to Kerensky’s government came 
from the right. It was led by General Lavrenti Komilov, a Cossack 
of proven bravery and ability, but his attempted coup collapsed 
without a shot fired. 

This military challenge to the government and the threat 
of a reactionary dictatorship had rallied the whole city behind 
Kerensky. Mensheviks, Socialist Revolutionaries, and Bolsheviks 
formed a united front in the Soviet. The Bolsheviks were particu- 
larly active. With the committee’s approval they enlisted an 
armed militia, which enabled them to expand the Red Guard to a 
strength of some 20,000 in Petrograd. 

The Bolshevik party began growing in strength. The July Days 
and the denunciation of Lenin as a German agent had proved to 
be only minor setbacks. By the time of the Sixth Congress in Au- 
gust 1917, membership had increased to some 200,000. It was an 
impressive growth, but still the party represented a tiny minority 
in the country as a whole, and could claim the support of only 5.4 
per cent of the workers averaged over twenty-five towns.!® But, 
while insignificant in size, it was organized and disciplined, and in 
Lenin, Trotsky, and Stalin it had exceptional leaders. 

Still in hiding, Lenin was now in a frenzy of impatience. He 
was convinced that an insurrection, led by the party, and a dicta- 
torship of the left were immediately possible. At a meeting early 
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in September the Central Committee had before it his demand 
that revolutionary detachments should arrest the government and 
seize power. The committee and the party as a whole believed 
that he was recklessly inviting a repetition of the July Days. They 
were acutely nervous. Lenin’s proposed action was precipitous; the 
party and the country were not ready. 

On October 20 Lenin slipped into Petrograd. With furious en- 
ergy he pressed on members of the Central Committee his argu- 
ments for immediate revolution. The committee held a secret 
meeting on October 23, attended by Lenin and Zinoviev, and 
there was heated debate on Lenin’s resolution that “an armed ris- 
ing is inevitable and the time perfectly ripe.”!® Of the twenty-two 
members of the Central Committee, nine were absent, but finally, 
worn down by Lenin’s tireless argument, all present, except Ka- 
menev and Zinoviev, voted for Lenin’s policy. The fact that he 
had a majority, no matter how slender, was enough. He consid- 
ered now that the party was committed to action and certainly be- 
fore the Congress of Soviets began on October 25. 

Lenin’s plan involved a tremendous gamble. He was counting 
on taking the government by surprise and on gaining popular sup- 
port by promising prompt solutions to the problems of peace, 
bread, and the land. Kamenev and Zinoviev, who were not cast in 
a heroic mold, were alarmed. Stalin offered no opposition and sup- 
ported this bid for power. 

Meanwhile Kamenev and Zinoviev, apparently in a mood of 
panic, were publicizing their opposition and emphasizing the dan- 
gers involved. To Lenin and others it was treason to oppose and 
to reveal Bolshevik intentions. It was all the more culpable since 
the party rank and file were increasingly alarmed by their warn- 
ings. This was more than Lenin could stand. He had returned to 
Finland, and from his hiding place there, he demanded that the 
Central Committee expel them from the party. 

At a meeting of the committee on October 17 (30), Trotsky ad- 
vocated stern action against Kamenev and Zinoviev and branded 
them as traitors. He was not influenced by the fact that Kamenev 
was his brother-in-law; indeed, he was demonstrating that loyalty 
to the party stood far above personal relationships. Other mem- 
bers supported the case for severe punishment. It was Stalin 
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who brought the note of moderation into the fury of the discus- 
sion. His argument in favor of tolerance flowed not from a pas- 
sive, oil-on-troubled-waters attitude, nor from some incredibly far- 
sighted realization that he might need the support of these two 
comrades in the future, but from a deep concern for the unity of 
the party at this critical time. Summarily expelling two comrades 
of long standing would cause discord and solve nothing. Kamenev 
and Zinoviev knew that they had acted irresponsibly, and they 
would not repeat their mistakes. After his intervention, the pro- 
posal to expel them was dropped. Then it was decided to remove 
Kamenev from the editorial board of Pravda. This, too, was 
dropped, when Stalin resigned in protest and the committee re- 
fused to accept his resignation. 

After Lenin’s retum to Finland Trotsky took charge. He was 
chairman of the Military Revolutionary Committee of the Pet- 
rograd Soviet, set up on October 25. Serving as the headquarters 
staff of the Revolution, this committee controlled the Red Guard 
and all military units in the city which supported the Bolsheviks. 
There was also a special military revolutionary “center,” consisting 
of five members, elected or appointed on October 29. Stalin, but 
not Trotsky, was a member of this center, which has been de- 
scribed as the real organizing force of the Revolution.2° 

Trotsky was undeniably the leader and the driving force in all 
of the preparations and in the insurrection itself. Early on the 
moming of November 7, 1917, the Revolution began. Troops 
under the command of the Military Revolutionary Committee oc- 
cupied key points throughout Petrograd. By early afternoon the 
insurgents had control of the whole of the city, except the Winter 
Palace; it was taken during the evening. 

The swift, almost bloodless, capture of Petrograd set a pattern 
which was followed throughout most of the country. The excep- 
tions were the Cossacks of the Don, Kuban, and Orenberg regions 
who resisted Bolshevik attempts to take control, and the capture 
of Moscow, accomplished by the Red Guards only on November 
15 after severe fighting. 

On November 8 Lenin appeared at the session of the Con- 
gress of Soviets. He was acknowledged as leader of the Rev- 
olution in a resounding ovation. The fact that he had not directed 
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the preparations or played any part in the momentous events of 
the previous day was evidently not held against him. Stalin’s con- 
tribution to the preparations is not known, but during the Revolu- 
tion in Petrograd he was said to have been at his desk in the 
party’s editorial offices. Again, as with Lenin, his absence from the 
scenes of action was not a cause of reproach. It is probable that 
they stood back from the events so that they would be ready to 
continue the struggle if the insurrection failed. It had not failed, 
but the two men who were to be responsible for Russia’s fortunes 
in the years ahead now had to learn the realities of power. 
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The Revolution, one of the most momentous events in history, 
had happened swiftly and almost without struggle. 

Lenin and his supporters knew, however, that their position was 
precarious. The Second All-Russian Congress of Soviets had ap- 
proved the new government, but the people of Petrograd and 
throughout the country were confused. They accepted the coup 
because the Bolsheviks alone among the political parties seemed 
capable of positive action, and had promised to provide food, to 
solve the land problem, and to bring immediate peace. In the 
longer term, they were counting on the election of the Constit- 
uent Assembly, which would draft a constitution and bring to 
birth the new Russian republic. Only then, they believed, would 
order be truly restored and a new era of national prosperity 
launched. 

One of Lenin’s first acts was to select a cabinet, known as the 
Council of People’s Kommissars, or Sovnarkom.? The fifteen 
kommissars included Lenin himself as president, Trotsky as 
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Kommissar for Foreign Affairs, Stalin for Nationalities, Luna- 
charsky for the People’s Education, Shlyapnikov for Labor, Alek- 
sei Rykov for Home Affairs, and Vladimir Milyutin for Agricul- 
ture. 

The congress formally appointed Lenin’s Council of People’s 
Kommissars by decree, and then elected a Central Executive 
Committee of 101 members. The Bolsheviks won 62 seats on this 
committee, the Left Socialist Revolutionaries, who had formed a 
separate party, 29 seats, and other parties 10. The Executive Com- 
mittee was to exercise legislative powers when the congress was not 
in session. In practice, Sovnarkom was soon wielding both legisla- 
tive and executive functions. 

On November 8 Lenin appeared before the congress, It was a 
time of high excitement and he received a “tumultuous wel- 
come.”’ He read a proclamation, addressed to all peoples at war, 
calling for immediate peace without annexations and without in- 
demnities. Next he read a decree, abolishing private ownership of 
land “immediately and without purchase,” and providing for dis- 
tribution of all land to those who cultivated it with their own 
labor.* This was a reversal of policy, and it introduced the proposal 
made by Stalin as a temporary measure eleven years earlier in 
Stockholm. The All-Russian Congress of Peasants’ Deputies de- 
bated a proposal to merge with the Congress of Workers’ and Sol- 
diers’ Soviets and, after the walkout of the more conservative dep- 
uties, it approved the merger.® 

Lenin thus succeeded nominally in basing his government on 
the three main classes—workers, peasants, and soldiers. But he 
had not yet met the demand in Sovnarkom, in the Central Execu- 
tive Committee, and within his own party for a coalition of all 
socialist parties. Right-wing Bolsheviks in particular were deter- 
mined to force a coalition with the Socialist Revolutionaries and 
the Mensheviks. Zinoviev, Rykov, Milyutin, Vladimir Nogin, and 
Lunacharsky, who had all opposed the Bolshevik seizure of power 
but, after its success, had accepted office in Sovnarkom, now re- 
signed. They and Kamenev also were even prepared to consider a 
Menshevik proposal that Lenin and Trotsky should be excluded 
from any coalition government. The agitation ‘continued until, 
with the approval of the majority of the Bolshevik Central Com- 
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mittee, a statement, signed by Lenin, Trotsky, and Stalin, threat- 
ened the agitators with expulsion from the party. The threat had 
a sobering effect, and the question of coalition was forgotten in 
the tide of shattering events that followed. 

The Constituent Assembly presented another challenge. The 
elections were to begin on November 12, the date fixed earlier 
by the provisional government. Lenin had always proclaimed the 
vital importance of the Assembly.® As the date of the elections 
approached he was increasingly troubled. 

The results were far worse than he had feared.? The Bolsheviks 
won only 175 of the 707 seats. To Lenin and his close supporters 
the result was unacceptable, and one to be corrected by guns and 
bayonets. 

On January 5, 1918, the Constituent Assembly held its opening 
session in the Tauride Palace. The Bolshevik and Left Socialist 
Revolutionary deputies walked out of the chamber. On the fol- 
lowing morning, when the deputies arrived to resume the session, 
Red Guards barred the entrance to the palace. A demonstration 
of Socialist Revolutionaries was dispersed by Red Guards with rifle 
fire. The Constituent Assembly, so long awaited and discussed, 
was in effect dissolved, and the people, in a mood of apathy, ap- 
peared unconcerned. 

On the same day the Central Executive Committee, appointed 
by the Congress of Soviets, which had a Bolshevik majority, ap- 
proved the suppression of the Constituent Assembly. The jus- 
tification was that it was an organ of counterrevolution. With 
their passion for at least a show of legality, the Bolsheviks, after 
rigging the elections, hurriedly convened a Third Congress of So- 
viets. By an overwhelming majority this Congress approved the 
dismissal of the Constituent Assembly.® 

Stalin was directly involved in all of the major events of this 
time. He was already influential and indispensable to Lenin. He 
had signed the statement warming the right-wing members, who 
were agitating for coalition, and he had rejected the Menshevik 
proposal that Lenin and Trotsky should be excluded from a coali- 
tion government. He was to support Lenin strongly during the 
party crisis over the peace treaty with Germany. At the same time 
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he was demonstrating his capacity for handling numerous respon- 
sibilities. 

His first task was to create the People’s Kommissariat for Na- 
tionality Affairs, known as Narkomnats. He was assisted by S. S. 
Pestkovsky, a Pole who had taken part in the October Revolution. 

In a room in the Smolny Institute, Pestkovsky found a vacant 
table. He pushed it against the wall and pinned above it a piece of 
paper, inscribed “People’s Kommissariat for Nationality Affairs.” 
This table with two chairs provided the kommissariat’s first 
office.® 

Soon after becoming Kommissar, Stalin attended the congress 
of the Finnish Socialist party in Helsinki. On November 14 he 
addressed the congress, and declared solemnly that his govern- 
ment would honor its undertaking to the Finnish people. “Full 
freedom to shape their own life is given to the Finns as well as to 
the other peoples of Russia! A voluntary and honest alliance be- 
tween the Finnish and the Russian peoples! No tutelage, no con- 
trol from above, over the Finnish people! These are the guiding 
principles of the policy of the Council of People’s Kommissars.”!° 

This was in accordance with “The Declaration of the Rights of 
the Peoples of Russia,” signed by Lenin and Stalin a few days 
after the Revolution.1! To his audience in Helsinki, Stalin’s speech 
was no doubt all the more impressive, because he came from one of 
the small oppressed nations of the Russian Empire. Subsequently, 
when reporting to the Central Executive Committee on the 
ratification of Sovnarkom’s decree, recognizing Finland’s inde- 
pendence, he deplored the fact that a bourgeois regime was in 
power. He went on to castigate the Finnish Social Democrat party 
for its “indecisiveness and incomprehensible cowardice” in failing 
to grasp power.!2 

For the present, however, he stood firmly by the principle of na- 
tional self-determination, although criticized by Bukharin and 
other members for yielding to the bourgeois nationalism of the 
small nations. A few weeks later at the Third All-Russian 
Congress of Soviets, he enunciated a change, stating that “the 
tight of self-determination [was the right] not of the bourgeoisie 
but of the toiling masses of a given nation. The principle of self- 
determination ought to be used as a means in the struggle for so- 
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cialism, and it ought-to be subordinated to the principles of social- 
ism.”18 This change was all the more necessary because most of 
the small nations had installed govemments which were non- 
socialist and anti-Bolshevik. 

In April 1918 he issued from Narkomnats an appeal to the So- 
viets of the national minorities under non-Bolshevik leadership. 
He pointed out that it was essential to free the people from bour- 
geois leadership and to convert them to the idea of Soviet au- 
tonomy. “It is necessary to elevate the masses to the level of the 
Soviet regime, and to fuse their best representatives with the lat- 
ter. But this is impossible without autonomy of these outlying re- 
gions, that is without organizing local schools, local courts, local 
administration, local organs of authority, local sociopolitical and 
educational institutions with guaranteed full right of use of the 
local native language of the masses in all spheres of sociopolitical 
work,”14 This policy was soon to be interpreted in the slogan “na- 
tional in form—socialist in content.” 

In May 1918, when opening a preparatory conference on the 
creation of a Tatar-Bashkir Autonomous Soviet Republic, he ex- 
pressed this centralist policy in forthright terms. A sovereign, 
“purely nationalist” form of autonomy would be disruptive and, 
indeed, anti-Soviet. The country needed “a strong Russian-wide 
state authority, capable of quelling conclusively the enemies of so- 
cialism and of organizing a new communist economy.” The cen- 
tral authority should, therefore, exercise all functions of impor- 
tance, leaving to the autonomous regions the administrative, 
political, and cultural functions, which were regional in charac- 
ter.15 

Stalin was a member of the commission set up to draft the first 
constitution, which was adopted in July 1918, creating the Russian 
Socialist Federative Soviet Republic. The form of federalism with 
national territorial units which he advocated was embodied in his 
draft article 11. At this time, however, the R.S.F.S.R. had a treaty 
relationship with the Ukrainian, Belorussian, and Transcaucasian 
Soviet republics. This was to be changed by the 1924 constitution, 
creating the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

Nationality affairs can have taken up only a small part of his 
time. On November 29, 1917, the Central Committee of the party 
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had appointed a chetvértka, or foursome, comprising Lenin, Stalin, 
Trotsky, and Sverdlov, to exercise power in all emergency matters. 
According to Trotsky, this inner council became a troika, or three- 
some, because Sverdlov was too deeply involved in the work of the 
party secretariat to be available.1* Membership of this inner coun- 
cil and of Sovnarkom was for Stalin all the more demanding, be- 
cause of Lenin’s reliance on him. 

“Lenin could not get along without Stalin even for a single 
day,” Pestkovsky wrote. “Probably for that reason our office in the 
Smolny was under the wing of Lenin. In the course of the day he 
would call Stalin out an endless number of times, or would appear 
in our office and lead him away. Most of the day Stalin spent with 
Lenin.”27 

In this early period, Sovnarkom met for five or six hours nearly 
every day. Lenin took the chair and he drafted many of the de- 
crees, which poured from these meetings. On December 29 and 30 
decrees proclaimed “the eradication of every inequality in the 
army”; soldiers would in future choose their own officers and elect 
committees to supervise them.!® Marriage and divorce laws were 
relaxed; the legal equality of men and women was emphasized; il- 
legitimate children would have the same rights as the legitimate. 
Numerous decrees disposed of private property. The nation- 
alization of industry began. All banks were nationalized. The 
eight-hour working day became law with immediate effect. 
Workers, through their elected committees, were to have a deci- 
sive voice in the management of industry. 

The old legal system was swept away, and new courts and revo- 
lutionary tribunals were set up. Lenin had expected for a long 
time that such tribunals, as well as a secret police, would be 
needed to deal with the enemies of the regime. In December he 
entrusted to Feliks Dzerzhinsky, a Pole and a fanatic, the task of 
organizing the new All-Russian commission to fight counterrevolu- 
tion and sabotage. Under its short name of Cheka, it became the 
dread secret arm of the regime, and it spawned as its successors 
the GPU, NKVD, MVD, and KGB.”® On February 5 (1918) a 
decree proclaimed the separation of church and state, and 
confirmed the right of every citizen to freedom of belief and wor- 
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ship. The Cyrillic alphabet was revised, and as from February 1 
the Gregorian calendar was introduced.2° 

Never since the era of Peter the Great, two centuries earlier, 
had there been such an avalanche of change and reform. The 
difference now was that the new government was intoxicated with 
power and desperately trying to gain popular support. Clothed in 
appealing humanitarian garb, its decrees seemed to herald a new 
age. 

Lenin had declared repeatedly before October 1917 that on 
coming to power the Bolshevik government would propose peace 
on terms that the imperialist enemy would certainly reject. This 
would lead to revolution in capitalist countries and the outbreak 
of “revolutionary war.” Now he realized that this policy was un- 
realistic. The German High Command knew that the Russian 
Army was demoralized, and that the new Soviet government 
would have to accept German terms of peace.?! 

The Soviet proposal for an armistice was quickly agreed to by 
the Germans, and signed at Brest-Litovsk on December 2. Negoti- 
ations for peace began in eamest on December 9. Trotsky then 
headed the Soviet delegation. He had come to make fullest use of 
the conference for revolutionary propaganda, and he fervently 
believed that revolution was imminent in Germany and elsewhere. 
At times he dominated the conference. His country in chaos, its 
Army mutinous and demoralized, and its new government desper- 
ately clinging to power, he was negotiating from a position of 
weakness against professional diplomats backed by a strong and 
victorious Army. 

Trotsky’s furious sallies made no impression on his German op- 
ponents. They knew the weakness of his position. Suddenly, on 
January 18, they produced a map of eastern Europe, showing the 
new frontiers, which deprived Russia of extensive territories. The 
ultimatum enraged Trotsky. He swore he would break off negotia- 
tions. Then, having received a telegram, signed “Lenin-Stalin,” in- 
structing him to return to Petrograd for discussions, he agreed to 
an adjournment until January 29. There is further evidence, cited 
by Trotsky himself, showing how closely Stalin stood to Lenin at 
this critical time. A certain Dmitrievsky observed that “even 
Lenin at that period felt the need of Stalin to such an extent that, 
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when communications came from Trotsky at Brest and an imme- 
diate decision had to be made, while Stalin was not in Moscow, 
Lenin would inform Trotsky: ‘I would like first to consult with 
Stalin before replying to your question.’ And only three days later 
Lenin would telegraph: ‘Stalin has just arrived. I will consider it 
with him, and we will at once give you our joint answer.’ ”2? 

Leaving Brest-Litovsk on January 6, Trotsky reached Petrograd. 
He now worked out his peace formula of “no peace no war.” He 
would announce the end of the war and the demobilization of the 
Russian Army, while refusing to sign a treaty of peace. He was 
confident that the Germans would be unable to renew their offen- 
sive, because their troops would refuse to obey orders, and there 
would be revolution inside Germany. The formula would inspire 
the proletariats of Europe. He clung to the idea that revolution 
was imminent in Germany, Austria, and elsewhere. 

In Petrograd, Trotsky argued forcefully for his new approach. 
Lenin was unconvinced. Stalin stated bluntly that there was no 
evidence of imminent revolution in western Europe and that 
Trotsky’s formula was not a policy. After heated debate in the 
Central Committee, the decision emerged that Trotsky should 
prolong the negotiations and, when faced with a showdown, apply 
his no-peace-no-war formula. 

The German delegation returned to Brest-Litovsk, determined 
to force an early peace. Their intention was first to sign a separate 
peace with the Ukrainian Rada, which would presumably compel 
Trotsky to come to terms. When the conference resumed on Jan- 
uary 28 (1918), Trotsky vehemently rejected the separate Ukrain- 
ian peace. Again the Germans were unimpressed. With special 
ceremony on February 9, 1918, the treaty was signed by the 
Ukrainian representatives in Brest-Litovsk. The negotiations then 
tumed to a lengthy exchange between Russian and German dele- 
gations on the application of self-determination in territories 
under German occupation. 

The conference was nearing a crisis. Trotsky decided to make 
his announcement. On February 10 he delivered a scathing indict- 
ment of imperialism. The delegates, having heard it several times 
already, took it to be a face-saving preliminary to the acceptance 
of the German terms. Then he proclaimed his formula: “We are 
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removing our armies and our peoples from the war . . . but we 
feel ourselves compelled to refuse to sign the peace treaty.”2® He 
followed this statement with stirring appeals to the working 
masses of all countries to follow the example of Russia. 

The German and other delegations sat in silence, as Trotsky 
withdrew from the conference room. They were staggered by this 
preposterous declaration. On the same evening Trotsky returned 
to Petrograd with his delegation. He was delighted with his per- 
formance, and confident that the Germans would not dare to 
renew their offensive. To his colleagues he reported that he had 
won a diplomatic victory. Lenin, however, was far from per- 
suaded. Six days later his fears proved well founded. The German 
government declared that the armistice would end on February 
18, and on that day the German Army began advancing on a 
broad front. 

In Petrograd the Central Committee frantically debated what 
to do. Lenin made it clear from the start that peace negotiations 
must be renewed without delay. The no-peace-no-war formula had 
not only failed but had endangered the Soviet government and 
the Revolution. Trotsky stubbornly argued that they should wait 
on the German proletariat, who were surely on the point of revo- 
lution. Lenin finally won a bare majority of support from the 
Committee. 

A message was sent in the early hours of February 19, 1918, that 
under protest the Council of People’s Kommissars accepted the 
German terms. The German reply came four days later. As Lenin 
had feared, the new peace terms were far harsher. The Central 
Committee reacted with fury. Bukharin shouted hysterically that 
they must fight, must wage a holy, revolutionary war to the last 
man, and most of those present echoed his demands. 

Lenin remained calm in the midst of this emotional outburst. 
When he spoke, he repeated the hard facts of their predicament. 
He demanded that the peace treaty be signed, and he added the 
dire threat that “if this is not done I resign from the govern- 
ment!”4 The significance of his threat was hardly noticed, as the 
members continued their debate. Finally Lenin’s demands were 
approved. Bukharin voted against them. Trotsky, unable to accept 
that his negotiations had failed or to realize the gravity of the situ- 
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ation, abstained. Stalin supported Lenin, and it is unlikely that he 
ever forgot the vulnerability of the party and of the nation or the 
conflict within the Central Committee during these fateful days. 

After stormy meetings the Petrograd Soviet and the Central Ex- 
ecutive Committee of the Congress of Soviets voted to accept the 
German peace conditions in order to save the Revolution. The 
treaty was signed on March 3, 1918. By its terms Russia lost 
1,267,000 square miles of territory, embracing 27 per cent of her 
agricultural land and a population of 62 million, 26 per cent of 
her railways, and 75 per cent of her iron and steel industry. The 
Bolshevik regime was saved, but never under the Tsars had the na- 
tion suffered such losses and humiliation. 

For a time a storm raged over the treaty. Most Russians reacted 
from national pride. Among the revolutionary parties the reaction 
was also wildly emotional, but the sense of national humiliation 
was secondary to their revolt against the betrayal of the Revolu- 
tion. Revolutionary war was, they argued, the only honorable 
course; it was possible as a partisan war, for if the Army was de- 
moralized, the people could still fight. But Lenin and Stalin, and 
even Zinoviev and Trotsky, recognized that such action would 
spell the death of the party. 

The Left Socialist Revolutionaries at once broke away from the 
coalition and campaigned for war against the imperialists. Within 
the party Bukharin and other prominent Bolsheviks were in re- 
volt. Like the Left Socialist Revolutionaries they saw themselves 
as the defenders of the Revolution. Their appeals for a holy rev- 
oluticnary war aroused enthusiastic responses among ordinary 
members. Gradually, however, Lenin’s arguments gained support 
until, at the time of the ratification of the peace treaty at the Sev- 
enth Party Congress on March 15, 1918, Bukharin’s resolution for 
the rejection of the treaty found few supporters. 

In the course of some six months the party had been shaken by 
two major revolts. First, there had been the “waverers,” the fac- 
tion led by Zinoviev and Kamenev, who had opposed the Bol- 
shevik seizure of power. Then, distinct from this faction, had 
come the left communists, led by Bukharin, who called for a re- 
turn to the purity of socialist principles. In both cases there had 
been free debate within the party. The question was whether at 
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such times of crisis when its survival was at issue, the party could 
allow itself to be crippled and weakened by internal dissensions. 
In the disciplined and united party that Lenin had always en- 
visaged such freedom was a luxury, and inexorably the party 
moved towards monolithic unity. 
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The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk had presented the first real challenge 
to the party since the seizure of power. Party members were 
deeply shaken by the stark realities of Russia’s weakness and isola- 
tion. They had not recovered from the shock of this experience 
when they found themselves overwhelmed by the Civil War. The 
new revolutionary regime faced annihilation in a struggle in 
which a dark destructive force took possession of the Russian peo- 
ple. A storm of violence, hatred, and slaughter swept over the 
land. It was to be one of the most savage civil wars in history, 
and, fought in the immensity of the Russian plain and involving 
millions of people, it was epic in scale. 

The Civil War did not burst suddenly upon the country. Like 
the first warning tremors of an earthquake, it started far away in 
the south. Meanwhile in Moscow dogma and cherished policies 
were pushed aside as Lenin and his government concentrated all 
their thoughts and energies on survival. Events crowded upon 
each other, and the significance of many of the actions taken by 
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the government at this time was realized only much later. This 
was especially true to the removal of the capital from Petrograd to 
Moscow in March 1918. 

The decision was made hurriedly and as a matter of expediency. 
“If the Germans at a single bound take possession of Petrograd 
with us in it,” Lenin argued, “the revolution is lost. If on the 
other hand the government is in Moscow, then the fall of Pet- 
rograd would only mean a serious part-blow.”! But it was a 
change of profound importance in the history of Soviet Russia 
and in the life of Stalin himself. 

The cities of Moscow and Petrograd had come to symbolize the 
schism within the Russian nation. Moscow was the ancient capi- 
tal around which the nation had been brought to birth. In it was 
enshrined the old patriarchal Tsardom of Muscovy with its mixed 
Asiatic and Orthodox Christian traditions. Through the centuries 
Russians had looked towards it in the spirit of pilgrims. The 
Kremlin, or citadel, a grim, secretive fortress, its savage beauty ac- 
centuated by the golden domes of its churches, still retained its 
character as the residence of the Tsars, venerated, feared, and ab- 
solute in their powers, and it became the residence of the new So- 
viet leaders. 

Petrograd, the magnificent city created by Peter the Great early 
in the eighteenth century, was the gateway for Western ideas and 
techniques, and represented Russia’s kinship with the West. The 
people of Petrograd scorned Moscow as the center of all that was 
conservative and backward in Russian life. For their part the Mus- 
covites, dismissing the Petrogradtsi as dangerous upstarts, viewed 
the West with suspicion and took pride in their role as the guard- 
ians of the old, self-sufficient, and superior Muscovite way of life. 

In every generation there had been conflict between the conser- 
vative Muscovites and the westernizing Petrogradtsi. Peter the 
Great’s cataclysm of change and reform, symbolized by his new 
capital, and then the Revolution, had sharpened the conflict. The 
people of Petrograd, the city of the Revolution, now prided them- 
selves on being the innovators who had brought into Russia the 
great Western revolutionary doctrine of Marxism. Lenin and most 
of the Bolshevik leaders belonged in spirit to Petrograd. They 
were orientated towards the West and looked forward to the 
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union of the international proletariat. But Stalin belonged to the 
Muscovite tradition, which was Asiatic rather than Western in 
character. He settled readily into the old city and, like the ancient 
Tsars, he made it the center of his life, becoming known as “the 
recluse of the Kremlin.”? 

On arrival in Moscow Stalin, like other members of the govern- 
ment, was allocated living quarters within the Kremlin. He found, 
however, that the Moscow Soviet had set aside two mansions in 
different streets, for his kommissariat, and he wanted it housed in 
one building. Pestkovsky relates that they tried to secure the Great 
Siberian Hotel. Stalin and he found a notice on the front doors, 
stating, “These premises are occupied by the Supreme Council of 
the National Economy.” They tore it down and put up notices 
stating, “These premises are occupied by Narkomnats.” The no- 
tices had been typed by Nadya Alliluyeva, who had joined the 
staff as a secretary. His attempt to commandeer this building was 
unsuccessful. “It was one of the few instances,” Pestkovsky re- 
marked, “when Stalin suffered defeat.” 

The office of his kommissariat was the least of Stalin’s concerns 
at this juncture. He was directly involved in the government’s des- 
perate measures to survive the tidal wave of disasters. The country 
was in a state of chaos. Industry was at a standstill and famine 
threatened the cities and towns. The peasants, now their own 
masters, had no interest in sending their produce without pay- 
ment to the urban population. But overshadowing even these 
problems was the Civil War. 

The first phase of the war had opened in January 1918. General 
Mikhail Alekseev had escaped to the south and had joined with 
Hetman A. M. Kaledin, who had established a Cossack regime in 
the Don area. There Alekseev recruited a Volunteer Army, known 
as the White Army, composed of former tsarist officers, cadets, 
and others who opposed the Revolution. 

Lenin entrusted command of the Bolshevik offensives in the 
Ukraine and the Don region to Vladimir Antonov-Ovseenko, an 
ex-tsarist officer who had become a revolutionary. The Ukrainian 
Rada had declared Ukrainian independence. In reply to a Soviet 
ultimatum, sent on December 17, 1917, the Rada Secretariat had 
pointed out that “The Declaration of the Rights of the Peoples of 
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Russia,” signed by Lenin and Stalin, had guaranteed the equality 
and sovereignty of the Ukrainians as of the other peoples of Rus- 
sia. It rejected Sovnarkom’s attempt to impose its authority. In an 
offensive against the Ukrainian nationalists Kiev was captured on 
February 9, 1918. Soon afterwards, however, German and Aus- 
trian troops began by agreement to occupy the Ukraine, which 
was regarded as independent. The Red forces had to withdraw. 

Antonoy-Ovseenko had sent his main forces into the Don re- 
gion, where they brought about the collapse of the Kaledin regime. 
Alekseev’s Volunteer Army was forced to retreat to the Kuban, 
and in the icy cold winter many lost their lives in the forlorn jour- 
ney across the steppe. Reinforced by Kuban troops, the Volunteer 
Army, commanded now by Komilov, attacked Ekaterinodar, 
where Red forces were some thirty thousand strong. After four 
days of savage fighting, Kornilov ordered the storming of the town 
on April 13, 1918. He had every hope of taking it. But the attack 
had to be abandoned after Komilov himself was killed by a stray 
shell. Early in May German troops occupied Rostov and ap- 
pointed General P. N. Krasnov as hetman. The Volunteer Army 
retumed to the Don region, where it became the rallying point for 
antirevolutionaries. 

The war entered a new phase in May-June 1918 as a result of a 
series of extraordinary events. The Czechoslovak army corps, some 
thirty thousand strong and comprising Czech and Slovak prisoners 
of war, isolated after the Russian Army’s collapse, seized control 
of all the main towns and stations, except Irkutsk, along the 
Trans-Siberian railway. They had refused to take sides with the 
White or the Red forces, but then, finding themselves menaced 
by the Soviet government, and especially by Trotsky’s telegrams 
ordering that they be either taken into labor battalions or re- 
cruited into the Red Army, they had resolved to fight their way to 
the east. They were well armed and disciplined, and there were no 
Soviet forces capable of preventing their domination of the east- 
ward route. 

Lenin, Trotsky, and Stalin now recognized that the survival of 
their regime depended upon the creation of a disciplined army. It 
was not a matter to which they had given previous thought.‘ The 
breakdown of the Brest-Litovsk peace conference and the renewed 
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German advance underlined the urgent need to raise a regular 
army. On March 1, 1918, the Supreme War Council was set up in 
Petrograd and charged with this task. But the move of the govern- 
ment to Moscow and the emergence of small independent units, 
raised by local Soviets, and other factors hampered progress. The 
Red Army developed slowly and in confusion. 

On March 13 (1918) Trotsky, now the people’s Kommissar for 
War, was appointed chairman of the Supreme War Council. He 
had long been urging conscription, strict discipline, technical 
efficiency, and an officer corps as necessities in a regular army. The 
most striking innovation on which he insisted was that, in the ex- 
ceptional conditions of the revolutionary era, the technical knowl- 
edge and experience of the displaced tsarist officers must be uti- 
lized. It was an extremely controversial proposal. Officers were 
hated as class enemies. Many warned against the danger that such 
officers would betray the Red Army and desert at times of crisis. 
Lenin had strong doubts about relying on them. But then he 
learned that some forty thousand of these “military specialists” 
were already serving, and that the Army would disintegrate if they 
were withdrawn. Trotsky had his way. He had coerced officers into 
service and ensured their loyalty by a ruthless system of holding 
their families as hostages and by placing them under the close 
supervision of military kommissars. Many officers deserted, but 
many were converted to the revolutionary cause, or gave their serv- 
ice as a duty to the nation. 

Trotsky played an outstanding role in the early phases of the 
war. Possessed by a demon of energy, he constantly toured the var- 
ious fronts. The special train from which he operated was a reflec- 
tion of the man, with his ability and his love of power and osten- 
tation. Drawn by two engines, the train was equipped with a 
radio and telegraph station, printing press, electrical generator, 
and a garage with cars which he used to dash to critical points 
away from the railway line. Trotsky’s staff, bodyguard, and train 
crew all wore uniforms of black leather. A machine-gun unit was 
part of its complement. They had to be on guard not only against 
White forces but also against guerrilla bands which ranged the 
country. 


In its struggle for survival, the Soviet government resorted to 
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war communism, which involved centralized government control 
of the economic life of the nation. An immense bureaucratic ma- 
chine was hastily erected, and was soon wielding tremendous 
power, usually with gross inefficiency. 

The food kommissariat was the most crucial of the new bureau- 
cratic institutions. Food products had to be requisitioned from the 
peasants and distributed by a system of rations cards, issued 
strictly on a class basis. The rate of death from starvation and 
malnutrition was high, especially in cities and towns. The food 
kommissariat had absolute power and responsibility for providing 
the people “with articles of prime necessity and food stuffs.”5 It 
mobilized workers’ detachments for the collection of grain. By 
July 1918 these detachments had more than ten thousand 
members. They operated on military lines, each unit containing 
not fewer than seventy-five men with commander and political 
kommissar, and armed with machine guns. Their task was to 
wrest the grain from class enemies, namely village bourgeoisie, 
speculators, and the kulak, literally “the fist,” who hired labor, 
leased land, and was comparatively well off. 

Class hatreds were intensified by a special decree, signed by 
Lenin and Sverdlov in June (1918), ordering the formation of 
Committees of the Poor, the Kombedy. They were responsible for 
distributing food and goods, and in particular for requisitioning 
surplus grain from kulaks. In practice they acted as though they 
had license to take what they wanted. Envy, greed, and hatred 
had full rein. The whole country was soon in the throes of a bread 
war as savage and inhuman as the Civil War. Men and women 
were burned alive, cut up with scythes, tortured, beaten to death. 

Lenin was soon appalled by the ferocity and scale of the war 
that he had unleashed in the villages. On August 18, 1918, he sent 
a circular to all provincial Soviets and food committees, stressing 
that “the Committees of the Poor must be revolutionary organi- 
zations of the whole peasantry against former landlords, kulaks, 
merchants, and priests, and not organizations only of the village 
proletarians against the rest of the village population.” Admoni- 
tions were useless. The savagery still raged, causing untold suffer- 
ing. In November 1918 the Kombedy were abolished, but the 
hatreds endured and the plunder of grain continued. 
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The Socialist Revolutionaries, the party of the peasants, had be- 
come increasingly opposed to the Bolshevik government. They 
had never ceased condemning the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. They 
now castigated the government for causing civil war in the vil- 
lages. 

The Fifth All-Russian Congress of Soviets met on July 4, 1918, 
in the Bolshoi Theater in Moscow. The All-Russian Soviet execu- 
tive committee had expelled Right and Center Socialist Revolu- 
tionaries and the Mensheviks in the previous month. The Left 
Socialist Revolutionaries were now the sole legal opposition party, 
and they planned to challenge the government. 

On July 6 two Socialist Revolutionaries gained admission to the 
German Embassy and shot to death Count Mirbach, the German 
ambassador. The purpose of the assassination was to provoke the 
German government into denouncing the peace treaty and attack- 
ing Russia, thus forcing the Soviet government to wage a revolu- 
tionary war against Germany. The Germans were, however, fully 
extended on the Western Front, and in no position to renew war 
in the east. 

On the same day the Socialist Revolutionaries attempted to 
take over the city with a force of several thousand men. Their 
troops reached the Bolshoi Theater in the evening. There they 
found strong Bolshevik forces on guard, and, instead of fighting, 
they retreated to their headquarters, where later they tamely sur- 
rendered. 

The Socialist Revolutionary party was now outlawed. Fanatics 
among them, however, resorted to terrorism, which had been their 
chief political weapon before the Revolution. On August 30, 
1918, M. S. Uritsky, head of the Petrograd Cheka, was shot dead. 
An attempt was made on the life of Trotsky. Lenin was shot and 
wounded by Fanya Kaplan, a young Jew. He was carried to the 
Kremlin, where after two anxious days he began to recover; by 
September ig he was back at work. 

At this time, which Lenin had called the most critical of the 
Revolution, when the Civil War and the bread war were reaching 
a climax of savagery, these acts of terrorism aroused the Bolshe- 
viks to a frenzy. Mass terror was ordered. In Petrograd more than 
five hundred people were shot in reprisal for Uritsky’s killing. 
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Fanya Kaplan was summarily executed. Petrovsky, Kommissar for 
Internal Affairs, issued a proclamation to all Soviets, stating: 
“Local Soviets should arrest all Socialist Revolutionaries at 
once. . . . Chekas and military departments should make special 
efforts to locate and arrest all those living under assumed names 
and to shoot without formality everyone mixed up with White 
Guards and other dirty plotters against the government of the 
working class and the poorer peasantry. Show no hesitation what- 
soever in carrying out mass terror. . . .”2 

Like a volcanic eruption of boiling lava, mass terrorism poured 
over the country. The Bolsheviks had always endorsed terrorism as 
an essential instrument of policy. Feliks Dzerzhinsky had declared 
in June 1918: “We stand for organized terror. Terror is an abso- 
lute necessity in times of revolution.”® The Cheka wielded abso- 
lute power in carrying out this policy. It had over thirty thousand 
agents; many were criminals and brutalized, sadistic soldiers, cor- 
rupted further by license to kill, torture, and plunder.® In Moscow 
and Petrograd, and every town and village, the people lived in the 
midst of a fearful nightmare. 

At this time of bloodshed the murder of Nicholas II and possi- 
bly also of his wife and children at Ekaterinburg on the night of 
July 16/17 passed unnoticed. They were merely the victims, like 
thousands of Russians, of the general savagery. The military 
kommissar of the Ural Soviet, which was responsible for the re- 
gion, had gone to Moscow early in July to obtain instructions 
from Sverdlov. Lenin, Stalin, and Trotsky were probably con- 
sulted, and with the White armies poised to capture Ekaterin- 
burg, they would have considered the death of the Tsar and 
Tsarevich unavoidable. But Nicholas II, who had failed to save 
Russia from revolution, had abandoned his throne by abdicating 
in March 1917: To the Russian people he was already dead.?° 

The summer of 1918 brought further threats to Lenin and his 
government. The Allied intervention, instigated primarily by 
Winston Churchill, but supported by the United States, France, 
Japan, and Italy, had led to detachments of British, French, and 
American troops occupying Murmansk, Archangel, Vladivostok, 
and other Russian towns. But this intervention did not develop in 
any serious form, or give real support to the White forces, as Lenin 














Civil War, 1918-20 121 


and others had feared it would. Meanwhile Soviet forces had a 
precarious hold on central Russia, but Siberia and, more impor- 
tant, the Ukraine were in anti-Soviet hands. In August, White ar- 
mies captured Kazan and threatened Moscow. From the south 
General Krasnov’s Cossack army began moving northwards to join 
the White forces in Kazan, and they cut the railway line between 
Tsaritsyn and Moscow. The northern Caucasus was the sole re- 
maining source of grain. Loss of the region meant starvation for 
the people in the north. 

Towards the end of May 1918, reports reached Moscow about 
the desperate conditions, both civil and military, in Tsaritsyn. 
Stalin was sent there to organize grain deliveries. Accompanied by 
his young wife, Nadya Alliluyeva, whom he had just married, he 
arrived on June 6, 1918, with two armored cars and an escort of 
four hundred Red Guards. On the following day he reported to 
Lenin that he had found a “bacchanalia of profiteering and specu- 
lation” and had taken prompt action.11 He sacked corrupt and 
inefficient officials, dismissed unneeded revolutionary committees, 
appointing kommissars to bring order into labor and transport or- 
ganization and to ensure grain deliveries to Moscow. 

The Soviet North Caucasus Military District had its head- 
quarters in Tsaritsyn. It was commanded by a former Tsarist gen- 
eral, named Snesarev, and a sailor named Zedin, who was an old 
Bolshevik. On June 14, 1918, Snesarev divided his district into 
three groups, each with its own commander. A few days later, 
probably at the instigation of Stalin, Klim Voroshilov was given 
command of the Tsaritsyn Group. A Donbas metalworker, em- 
ployed since 1914 in the ordnance factory in Tsaritsyn, he had 
had no military experience. But ten years earlier he had served 
with Stalin on the Bolshevik committee in Baku, and the two 
men were close comrades. Semeon Budénny, a dashing bewhis- 
kered former dragoon sergeant, and Stalin’s friend Ordzhonikidze, 
as political kommissar, were also in Tsaritsyn. Voroshilov wrote 
later that this “group of old Bolsheviks and revolutionary workers 
tallied around Comrade Stalin and, in place of the helpless staff, a 
Red, Bolshevik stronghold grew up in the south.”!2 

On July 7, 1918, Lenin sent a telegraph message to Stalin about 
the Socialist Revolutionary outbreak in Moscow, warming him 
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that “it is necessary to suppress mercilessly these pitiful and hys- 
terical adventurists, who have become an instrument in the hands 
of the counter-revolutionaries. So, be ruthless against the left SRs 
and keep us informed more often.” Stalin replied that “everything 
will be done to forestall possible surprises. Be assured that our 
hand will not tremble.”18 

Tsaritsyn was coming under severe pressure. Food deliveries and 
the city itself were threatened. Stalin began taking a direct part in 
military operations. On July 7 he reported urgently to Lenin: 


I am rushing to the front. I write on business only. The line 
south of Tsaritsyn has not yet been restored. I am driving and 
shouting at everyone who needs it, and hope we will restore it 
quickly. You may be sure that we will spare no one, neither our- 
selves nor others, and we will, come what may, produce the grain. 
If only our military “specialists” (blockheads!) had not been idle 
and asleep, the line would not have been broken; and if it is re- 
stored, this will not be due to them but in spite of them. . . . In 
view of poor communications with the centre, it is necessary to 
have a man on the spot with full powers so that urgent measures 
can be taken promptly. 


Three days later, not having received an immediate reply, Stalin 
sent an angry message. He objected to Trotsky’s highhanded ac- 
tion in ignoring the Tsaritsyn headquarters and dealing direct 
with the sectors under its command. In particular Trotsky was not 
to make postings without consulting the people on the spot. He 
went on to demand aircraft, armored cars, and six-inch guns 
“without which the Tsaritsyn front will not remain in being.” Fi- 
nally he asserted his own authority, stating that “to get things 
done, I must have full military powers. I have already written 
about this, but have received no reply. Very well. In that event I 
myself, without formalities, will remove those army commanders 
and kommissars who are ruining things. I am obliged to do this in 
the common interest and, in any case, the lack of a chit from 
Trotsky will not stop me.”!5 On the following day he sent another 
telegram, informing Lenin that he had already taken full military 
responsibility and had removed commanders and military special- 
ists who were dilatory or incompetent.® 

Stalin’s messages to Lenin were couched in forthright and even 
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tude terms. They were, however, communications to an equal, 
sent at a time of crisis. Although he had respect and affection for 
Lenin, he did not treat him with deference. Indeed, far from taking 
umbrage, Lenin acted promptly. On July 19, 1918, the Supreme 
War Council created a War Council of the North Caucasus Mili- 
tary District, and Stalin was officially appointed chairman of the 
council. 

Stalin’s strong stand evidently made an impression on Trotsky. 
On July 24, as Kommissar for War, he sent a message, deferential 
in tone, affirming that the North Caucasus Military District was 
responsible for all military and partisan activity in the area from 
Voronezh on the Don River south to Baku.2* 

During July and August 1918 the Bolshevik position on the 
Volga continued to deteriorate. On August 13 Stalin declared a 
state of siege in Tsaritsyn. The position became more critical. On 
August 22 the military council sent orders to Zhloba, a former 
miner and the council’s representative in the south, to advance 
with his Steel Division to Tsaritsyn without delay. The messenger 
reached Sorokin with these instructions only on September 2, 
1918. Meanwhile the Don Cossacks had called off their offensive. 

On August 31, 1918, Stalin wrote a long report to Lenin. He 
was evidently in good spirits and claimed that the Cossack forces 
were collapsing, a report that soon proved to be overoptimistic. 
He asked for torpedo boats and two submarines to be sent down 
the Volga, maintaining that with this support Baku, the North 
Caucasus, and Turkestan could easily be taken. This letter, which 
was written on the day after Fanya Kaplan’s attempt on Lenin’s 
life, closed with an expression of tender affection: “I press the 
hand of my dear and beloved Ilyich.”18 

On the same day Stalin and Voroshilov sent a telegram to 
Sverdlov with a message of congratulation on the escape of “the 
greatest revolutionary in the world, the tried leader and mentor of 
the proletariat, Comrade Lenin.” The message called on him to re- 
spond to this despicable attempt on his life “by organizing a pub- 
lic, massive, systematic terror against the bourgeoisie and its 
agents.”!® The cult of the leader was already coming to birth. 

Renewed attacks by the Don Cossacks on the Volga front again 
caused a crisis, showing the weakness of the Soviet forces. Confu- 
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sion, inefficiency, and a deep corroding suspicion undermined Red 
Army operations. Another weakness was the absence of an es- 
tablished, centralized military command. A. I. Egorov, a former 
tsarist colonel and later a commander of the Red Army on the 
southern and southwestern fronts, recommended the appointment 
of a supreme commander. Acting on his advice, Trotsky with 
Lenin’s approval made I. I. Vatsetis, also a former tsarist colonel, 
commander in chief. It was a strange appointment. Vatsetis had 
failed to gain promotion on completing the 1909 course at the 
General Staff Academy. Trotsky himself described him as “stub- 
born, cranky, and capricious.” Presumably he was the best man 
available at the time, and although forthright in his views he 
proved an indifferent commander.”° 

On September 2 the Supreme War Council was abolished, and 
in its place the Revolutionary War Council of the Republic was 
set up with Trotsky as its chairman. On September 18 the North 
Caucasus Military District was reorganized as the South Front, a 
front being in Russian terminology a formation of several armies 
or an army group. Stalin was appointed chairman of its military 
council, supported by Sergei Minin and Voroshilov. At the same 
time all three continued to hold their posts on the military coun- 
cil of the Voroshilov Group, later known as the Tenth Army, in 
Tsaritsyn. This duplication was to lead to confusion and conflict. 

At this time Trotsky decided to move the headquarters of the 
South Front to Kozlov, a railway town some four hundred miles 
north of Tsaritsyn. He was influenced undoubtedly by the accessi- 
bility of Kozlov for his personal train and, carried away by the 
glamour of his mobile headquarters, he did not recognize that it 
was a highly unsatisfactory method of maintaining over-all super- 
vision of the rapidly changing military situation. Trotsky also ap- 
pointed as the military specialist commander of the South Front a 
former artillery general named P. P. Sytin, who set up his head- 
quarters in Kozlov. The other members of the military council 
stayed in Tsaritsyn. 

Sytin was soon complaining to Vatsetis about the lack of co- 
operation from Tsaritsyn. He was angry, too, when he learned 
that Stalin, Minin, and Voroshilov had without reference to him 
sent orders to I. L. Sorokin in the south concerning the organi- 





— 


zation of troops in the North Caucasus. At his request Vatsetis 
canceled these orders. 

Alarmed at this time by the Don Cossack advance, which was 
pushing Voroshilov’s forces to the east, Stalin sent urgent de- 
mands to Moscow for weapons and ammunition. He complained, 
too, of Sytin’s lack of concern about the South Front. The Revo- 
lutionary War Council sent Sytin with one of its members, Me- 
khonoshin, to Tsaritsyn to clarify his relations with Stalin. At a 
meeting on September 29, Sytin explained that he wanted the 
headquarters to be at Kozlov or Balashov; Tsaritsyn was unsuita- 
ble because remote from the center of operations on the Volga. 
Stalin was adamant that the headquarters must remain at Tsari- 
tsyn. Further, he, with Minin and Voroshilov, recorded that they 
were “unable to recognize Sytin’s full jurisdiction or the legality 
of his brief.”21 The military council of the Tenth Army, compris- 
ing Stalin, Minin, and Voroshilov, was with the addition of Sytin 
also the military council of the South Front. Thus in insisting on 
Tsaritsyn as their headquarters and in recording a vote of no- 
confidence in Sytin, Stalin and his two colleagues were acting 
within their powers. They were, however, in effect opposing the 
party policy of building up a centralized command structure, 
which Stalin knew to be necessary. 

The South Front remained unstable. On November 2, 1918, 
Stalin and Minin sent a telegram to the Revolutionary War Coun- 
cil, asking what its intentions were, since their requests for supplies 
had not been met. The conflict within the command structure 
was becoming critical. The party Central Committee met to con- 
sider the problem of the insubordination of party members, and 
on its instructions Sverdlov sent a message to Tsaritsyn, rebuking 
the local council for disregarding the instructions of the Revolu- 
tionary War Council. Vatsetis, who received a copy of the tele- 
gram sent by Stalin and Minin, replied bluntly to them that “you 
have centred your main attention on the Tsaritsyn sector at the 
expense of others. . . . It has been proposed repeatedly that you 
should move from Tsaritsyn to Kozlov in order to join its com- 
mander, but up to now . . . you have continued to operate inde- 
pendently. Such a disregard of orders . . . I consider to be intoler- 
able,”22 
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Vatsetis reported at the same time to Trotsky that Stalin’s inde- 
pendent action was undermining the plan of campaign. He also 
demanded cancellation of Stalin’s Order 118, which presumably 
contained the dismissal of Sytin. For their part Stalin and Voro- 
shilov informed Lenin that the Central Committee should investi- 
gate Trotsky’s activities which, they claimed, were jeopardizing 
the existence of the South Front.28 On October 4, 1918, Trotsky 
gave vent to his anger in a telegram to Sverdlov, which he copied 
to Lenin: 


I insist categorically on Stalin’s recall. Things are going badly 
at the Tsaritsyn Front in spite of superabundant forces. Voroshi- 
lov is capable of commanding a regiment, not an army of fifty 
thousand. However, I shall leave him in command of the Tenth 
Army at Tsaritsyn, provided he reports to the commander of the 
Army of the South, Sytin. Thus far Tsaritsyn has not even sent 
reports of operations to Kozlov. . . . If that is not done tomor- 
tow, I shall remand Voroshilov and Minin to court martial. . . . 
Tsaritsyn must either submit or take the consequences. We have 
a colossal superiority of forces, but there is utter anarchy at the 
top. I can put a stop to it in twenty-four hours, provided I have 
your firm and clear-cut support. At all events, this is the only 
course I can see.”24 


This head-on conflict between two outstanding party leaders, 
both of whom were indispensable, faced Lenin with a difficult 
problem. He decided finally that he must support Trotsky and re- 
call Stalin from the South Front. But he took great pains to avoid 
offending him. Sverdlov, on behalf of the Central Committee, 
went in a special train to escort Stalin to Moscow.”° Furthermore, 
he emphasized that Stalin was not in disgrace and that his mili- 
tary leadership was not in question, by appointing him to the 
supreme Revolutionary War Council of the Republic. He also, 
presumably on Stalin’s request, allowed him to return to Tsaritsyn 
for the time being. 

The position at the South Front was critical. Stalin, Minin, and 
Voroshilov sent repeated appeals for help to Lenin and also to 
Vatsetis and Sytin. Vatsetis sent a reproachful reply. “From to- 
day’s telegram direct to me, I see that the defence of Tsaritsyn 
had been brought by you to a catastrophic state. . . . You alone 








Civil War, 1918-20 127 


are responsible for the chaotic situation. . . . In view of the seri- 
ous state of Tsaritsyn I am now sending reserves there. ... 
Under no circumstances is Tsaritsyn to be given up.”26 

Tsaritsyn would probably have fallen on October 16 but for the 
timely arrival of Zhloba’s Steel Division, consisting of eight infan- 
try and two cavalry regiments. Tsaritsyn did not fall at this time, 
but it is far from clear who among the Red Army leaders, if any, 
could claim the credit for saving the city. Voroshilov wrote later 
that it was saved “by Stalin’s indomitable will to victory,” but 
Trotsky and others rejected this claim.?7 

On October 23, 1918, Stalin returned to Moscow. He at once 
displayed a readiness to co-operate with Trotsky and with 
others on the War Council. He was evidently anxious to expunge 
any impression that he was a difficult and insubordinate member 
of the party hierarchy. Moreover, believing firmly in discipline 
and centralized control, he recognized that he himself must con- 
form and set an example. In a survey of the year’s events, pub- 
lished in Pravda on October 30, he paid tribute to Trotsky for the 
role he had played in the Revolution as president of the Peters- 
burg Soviet and chairman of the Military Revolutionary Commit- 
tee and also as Kommissar for War and chairman of the Revolu- 
tionary Military War Council of the Republic. He was holding 
out an olive branch, but Trotsky did not respond.?8 

The Allied victory in the west was followed by the collapse of 
the Hapsburg and Hohenzollem regimes, and the first signs of rev- 
olution in their countries. Lenin, Trotsky, and other Bolsheviks 
who cherished hopes of an international revolutionary movement 
waited on developments in Germany and Austria. But their first 
action was to repudiate the hated Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. Next 
the Ukraine demanded their attention. Civil war had broken out 
between P. P. Skoropadsky, the Germans’ puppet hetman, the 
Ukrainian nationalists, the Bolsheviks, and others. The vast 
steppelands were in a state of anarchy. 

Stalin was appointed to the military council of the Ukrainian 
Front, which had the task of occupying the Ukraine. Soon after- 
wards he was elected to the All-Russian Central Executive Com- 
mittee and to its Presidium. On November 30 the Central Execu- 
tive Committee set up a Council of Workers’ and Peasants’ 
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Defense with Lenin as chairman, to mobilize the country’s re- 
sources for war. Stalin was a member of this new council as the 
representative of the Central Executive Committee, and he served 
also as Lenin’s deputy.”® 

In December 1918 the White forces in Siberia under the com- 
mand of Admiral A. V. Kolchak advanced westwards. The impor- 
tant Urals city of Perm fell, surrendered by the Red Third Army. 
The White advance, if unchecked, would threaten Moscow. Kol- 
chak also planned that detachments of his forces would join up 
with the White Archangel Army, north of Kotlas. 

Lenin was alarmed. He sent telegrams to Trotsky, instructing 
him “to put pressure on Vatsetis” to reinforce Red positions in 
the Urals. He also informed Trotsky, who was apparently ignorant 
of the position, about “the catastrophic state of the 3rd Army and 
its drunkenness.” The old Bolshevik, a former sergeant, command- 
ing this army, was “drinking and in no fit state to restore order.”®° 
Lenin decided to send Stalin, but diplomatically he first asked 
Trotsky’s opinion. Trotsky sent a telegram, agreeing that Stalin 
should be sent “with powers from both the party and the Revolu- 
tionary Council of War of the Republic for restoring order, purg- 
ing the staff of the kommissars, and severely punishing the 
offenders.”31 

On January 1 (1919) Stalin, accompanied by Dzerzhinsky, set 
out for the Third Army. He found it demoralized and in urgent 
need of reinforcements. He sent his first report to Lenin four days 
after arrival, and this and the final report, signed in Moscow, pro- 
vided an exhaustive review of the state of the army. He was blunt 
in his criticisms of Vatsetis, and also of Trotsky’s War Kommis- 
sariat and of the Revolutionary War Council. His report showed a 
broad intellectual grasp of the operational and tactical require- 
ments of an army in action. Stalin was still a tyro in military mat- 
ters, but he was learming fast. 

The Eighth Party Congress, held in Moscow from March 18 to 
23, 1919, discussed at length the command structure and organi- 
zation of the Red Army. Trotsky, who did not attend, was heat- 
edly criticized by many delegates “for his dictatorial manners, for 
his scomful attitude to the front workers and his unwillingness to 
listen to them, for his adoration of the specialists, and for his tor- 
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rent of ill-considered telegrams, sent over the heads of com- 
manders and staffs, changing directives and causing endless confu- 
sion,”32 

Stalin would have agreed with these and other criticisms of 
Trotsky’s highhandedness. He was probably tempted to support 
publicly the strong censure, moved by V. M. Smirnov, chief 
spokesman of the “military opposition,” as it became known, on 
the widely detested Kommissar for War. He spoke firmly in sup- 
port of Lenin, however, and in defense of Trotsky. He recognized 
the basic soundness of Trotsky’s approach to the Red Army. 
“Facts show,” he said, “that the concept of a Volunteer Army 
does not stand up to examination, that we shall not be able to de- 
fend our Republic if we do not create another regular army 
imbued with discipline. ... Smirnov’s proposals are unac- 
ceptable.”38 

Among members and outside the party, Stalin’s reputation was 
growing. He was the practical leader with a capacity for work and 
for taking responsibility. He was not a great orator, but he always 
spoke with good sense. He was a man, too, who could cut his way 
through bureaucratic obstacles and make decisions. The high re- 
gard in which he was held was demonstrated at the Eighth Party 
Congress. He was high on everyone’s list for election to the Cen- 
tral Committee. Two new subcommittees of the Central Commit- 
tee were set up by the congress: the Politburo of five members to 
guide the party in political matters, and the Orgburo to advise in 
matters of personnel and administration. He was appointed to 
both subcommittees. In addition he was made Kommissar of 
State Control with responsibility for the burgeoning bureaucracy. 
Like the work of the Orgburo, the functions of his new kommis- 
sariat appeared to offer drudgery without the possibility of public 
acclaim. It was, however, essential organizational work, and in 
Stalin’s hands both offices were to enhance his authority and mag- 
nify his power. 

On May 17, 1919, Stalin arrived in Petrograd with full powers 
to organize the defenses of the region against attack by General 
N. N. Yudenich’s army, which was advancing from the northwest. 
Remaining in Moscow, Lenin maintained control over the Revo- 
lutionary War Council and had direct contact with all the fronts. 
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To Stalin in Petrograd he sent a stream of telegrams, harrying, ad- 
vising, demanding information. In a telegram on May 20 he ex- 
pressed the hope “that the general mobilization of Petersburgers 
will result in offensive operations and not just sitting about in bar- 
racks,”84 

Lenin was disturbed by the speed of Yudenich’s advance. He 
mistrusted the commanders and the troops of the Red Army in 
the region. On May 27 he wamed Stalin to assume treachery, and 
as an explanation of defeat or other failure treachery was to be- 
come a phobia in the party. Stalin responded promptly. The 
Cheka was unleashed and soon claimed to have uncovered a con- 
spiracy among employees of the Swiss, Italian, and Danish consul- 
ates. Stalin reported to Lenin that a counterrevolutionary plot in 
support of the Whites had been crushed and that the Cheka was 
investigating further. In a message to Lenin, dated June 4, 1919, 
he wrote: “I am sending you a document from the Swiss. It is evi- 
dent from the document that not only the chief of staff of the 
Seventh Army works for the Whites . . . but also the entire staff 
of the Revolutionary Council of War of the Republic. . . . It is 
now up to the Central Committee to draw the necessary infer- 
ences. Will it have the courage to do it?”85 

Stalin himself did not escape criticism. An old Bolshevik hostile 
to the Tsaritsyn group, A. I. Okulov, who was the political 
member of the West Front Military Council, complained to the 
Central Committee that due to Stalin’s actions the Seventh Army 
was being detached from the West Front, which was under the 
command of D. N. Nadezhny, a former tsarist corps commander, 
and that it should be restored to his command. Lenin asked Stalin 
to comment. “My profound conviction,” he replied, “is: 1, Na- 
dezhny is not a commander. He is incapable of commanding. He 
will end up by losing the Western Front; 2, workers like Okulov 
who incite the specialists against our kommissars, who are 
sufficiently discouraged anyway, are harmful, because they debili- 
tate the vital core of our army.” Okulov was removed from his 
post. 

Following the repulse of the White advance on Petrograd in 
June, Stalin was appointed to be the political member of the Mili- 
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tary Council of the West Front, and a new commander replaced 
Nadezhny. 

On the East Front disagreements erupted between Vatsetis, the 
commander in chief, and S. S. Kamenev, the commander of the 
front. Trotsky supported Vatsetis, whom he had appointed, and 
he showed hostility towards Kamenev. On one occasion in Sim- 
birsk, Trotsky, dressed in black leather uniform, like his personal 
escort, and armed with a pistol, burst into Kamenev’s office and 
excitedly threatened him. Later, at the instigation of Vatsetis, 
Trotsky summarily dismissed him. 

Kamenev was liked and respected. The Military Council of the 
East Front formally protested to Lenin. Kamenev himself went to 
Moscow to put his case. On May 15, 1919, he was interviewed by 
Lenin, who was impressed and told him to return to his command. 
Lenin was usually careful and diplomatic in his dealings with his 
closest associates, and in overruling Trotsky publicly he was express- 
ing his strongest disapproval. He had been losing confidence in 
Trotsky’s judgment and was increasingly impatient of his bombas- 
tic behavior. He also had no high opinion of Vatsetis, who, like 
Trotsky, had antagonized military as well as political workers. 

The climax came in July 1919. Kamenev had worked out a plan 
for a further advance eastwards into Siberia. Vatsetis vetoed the 
plan. The East Front Military Council again protested to Lenin. 
Two meetings of the Central Committee considered the evidence 
and decided against Vatsetis. At a meeting on July 3 the commit- 
tee reviewed and endorsed its decision. Trotsky in a fury, his pride 
affronted, declared that he would resign all his offices, but the 
committee rejected his resignation. It was decided further that 
Kamenev should be appointed commander in chief. Vatsetis was 
arrested, investigated for suspected treason, released, and subse- 
quently given an appointment as a military instructor. 

The Central Committee also reorganized the Revolutionary 
War Council, limiting its membership to six. Trotsky was in- 
cluded, but the other five members were not his supporters. He 
could no longer dominate the council and get his way. Deeply 
offended, Trotsky remained at the South Front for the rest of the 
summer. The Revolutionary War Council functioned directly 
under Lenin’s control, and more harmoniously. 
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Trotsky subsequently held Stalin responsible for this major re- 
verse in his military standing. He maintained that Stalin’s antago- 
nism towards Vatsetis was well known, and that he had supported 
the East Front Military Council as a means of striking at Trotsky 
himself. It was a reflection of Trotsky’s egocentricity that he had 
to interpret Stalin’s actions in terms of hostility towards himself. 
In this conflict, however, Stalin’s views were those of Lenin and 
the other members of the Central Committee, and his overriding 
concern was the victory of the Red Army. 

By the end of June i919, A. Denikin controlled the whole of 
the Don region and his army continued its rapid advance. His 
forces had first spread across the Ukraine and south Russia and 
then they had pressed northwards. In Moscow, Lenin became in- 
creasingly anxious about the defense of the city. Kamenev, the 
commander in chief, had prepared a plan, concentrating strong 
Red forces to make a flank attack from the east. A second plan, 
prepared earlier by Vatsetis, and which Trotsky subsequently 
claimed as his own work, proposed that the armies of the South 
Front strike due south against Denikin’s forces. The Central 
Committee had approved Kamenev’s plan. 

The Red Army’s flank attack failed completely to halt the 
White advance. Disturbed by this failure, Kamenev reviewed his 
strategy and recommended that, while maintaining pressure on 
the enemy from the east, strong forces of reserves should be con- 
centrated south of Moscow. The response of Lenin and the Cen- 
tral Committee was a striking expression of their confidence in 
Kamenev. He was told “not to consider himself bound by his for- 
mer recommendations or by any previous decisions of the Central 
Committee” and that he had “full powers as a military specialist 
to take whatever measures he thought fit.”37 

On September 27, 1919, the Central Committee approved the 
plan to post strong reserves south of Moscow. It decided also to 
send Stalin to take charge of the South Front. This was a severe 
rebuff to Trotsky, who had been there during the months of disas- 
ter. For a short period Stalin and Trotsky were both at the head- 
quarters of the South Front, but apparently they did not quarrel 
openly. 

On October 11, 1919, Yudenich launched a surprise attack on 
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Petrograd, and the Red Army began to fall back in disorder. 
Lenin considered that the city should be abandoned, for he would 
allow nothing to weaken the defenses of Moscow. On October 15, 
however, the Politburo sent Trotsky to take charge of the defenses 
of Petrograd. He rallied the troops and reorganized the defenses 
of the city, and Petrograd did not fall. Later he was to complain 
bitterly that in official records Stalin had merged the first and sec- 
ond campaigns of Yudenich into one and “the famous defence of 
Petrograd is represented as Stalin’s handiwork.”*8 

Soon after arriving at the South Front headquarters, Stalin re- 
ported to Lenin and set out the action he proposed. He criticized 
Kamenev for holding to his original strategy. He argued that they 
must “change this plan, already discredited in practice, replacing 
it with a major attack on Rostov from the Voronezh area by way 
of Kharkov and the Donets Basin.” He set out cogently his rea- 
sons and closed his report with the comment that “without this 
change in strategy, my work . . . will be senseless, criminal, and 
superfluous, giving me the right, indeed obliging me, to go off any- 
where, even to the devil, but not to stay at the South Front.” 

During the six months from October 1919 to March 1920, 
while Stalin was at the South Front headquarters and, as he 
boasted later, “without the presence of Comrade Trotsky,” the 
Red Army succeeded in crushing the White forces. Denikin had 
advanced headlong, exhausting his men, and leaving himself ex- 
posed to attack in the rear. His troops were driven from Orel on 
October 20, 1919, and from Voronezh four days later; the morale 
of his force collapsed. He himself lost the confidence of his 
officers and the support of his Cossack allies. Early in April 1920, 
after nominating General Peter Wrangel as his successor, he es- 
caped into Turkey. 

In the advance of the South Front’s armies against Denikin’s ar- 
mies, Budénny played a conspicuous role. He was a swaggering 
cavalryman, brave and energetic, but limited in ability. He was 
tireless in pressing for the formation of a cavalry army under his 
command. Stalin welcomed the idea of massed Red Cavalry, but 
Trotsky at first opposed it. He mistrusted the Cossacks, who 
would be the main source of cavalrymen and who were more in 
sympathy with the White than the Red cause. With Stalin’s sup- 
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port, Budénny’s proposal was adopted, at least nominally. Trotsky 
changed his mind about massed cavalry and issued his procla- 
mation “Proletarians to Horse!” Budénny and his Red Cavalry be- 
came one of the romantic legends of the Civil War.*° 

By early January 1920, Budénny had led his cavalry to the 
shores of the Sea of Azov. The South Front was then divided into 
the Southwest Front, under Egorov’s command operating against 
the Whites in the Crimea, and the Southeast Front, commanded 
by V. I. Shorin and including Budénny’s Cavalry Army, which 
was renamed the Caucasian Front. 

Shorin had been an officer in the tsarist army, but although 
nearly fifty years old at the time of the Revolution he had never 
risen above the rank of captain. High command had come to him 
as to many others, because no one else was available in the revolu- 
tionary camp at the time. He was disliked by Budénny and Voro- 
shilov, who schemed to have him dismissed. Stalin supported 
them, and was said by Budénny to have told Ordzhonikidze, re- 
cently appointed the political member of the Caucasian Front, 
that Shorin was to be dismissed “for adopting an attitude of mis- 
trust and enmity towards the cavalry army.”41 M. N. Tukha- 
chevsky, a former second lieutenant of the Semenovsky Guards 
Regiment, then in his twenties, who was later designated to suc- 
ceed Shorin, was to find that Budénny and Voroshilov were un- 
truly and undisciplined, but to be handled with care because they 
had influential protection. 

Early in February 1920, Budénny’s Red Cavalry suffered a se- 
vere defeat by the Cossacks. This reverse, indicating indiscipline 
and poor leadership, disturbed Lenin. He at once sent a telegram 
to Stalin, signed by Trotsky, too, appointing him to the Caucasian 
Front to resolve whatever problems had led to the defeat. The tele- 
gram also directed him to make a journey to front headquarters 
to concert further action with Shorin and to transfer troops from 
the Southwest Front to his command. 

Stalin was evidently tired and unwell. His reply was cantan- 
kerous. He stated that visits by individuals were in his view wholly 
unnecessary, adding that “I am not entirely well and ask the Cen- 
tral Committee not to insist on the journey.” He commented fur- 
ther that “Budénny and Ordzhonikidze consider . . . Shorin to be 
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the reason for our failures.”42 He prevaricated over the transfer of 
troops to the Caucasian Front. When Lenin sent him instructions 
to effect the transfer without further delay, he replied crossly that 
it was a matter for the High Command to ensure the rein- 
forcement of the front. Unlike the staff of the High Command, 
who were all in good health, he was ill and overburdened. Ap- 
parently he felt that he had been in the south long enough and 
that he had completed his task there. Finally on March 23, 1920, 
he returned to Moscow. 

Stalin was allowed only a short respite. On May 26, 1920, he 
was ordered to join the Southwest Front. He was in Kharkov on 
the following day. The Red Army’s position in the south had be- 
come critical. Wrangel, who had succeeded Denikin, had restored 
morale and discipline among the White forces in the Crimea. He 
was building up the Volunteer Army to a strength of twenty thou- 
sand men, supported by ten thousand Cossacks. His forces pre- 
sented a severe challenge from the south. 

At this time, the Poles attacked from the west, seizing Kiev 
and storming over the Dnieper. Their objective was to conquer 
Belorussia and western Ukraine, vast territories which they had 
lost to Moscow in the seventeenth century. The Poles were, how- 
ever, wary of any alliance with the Whites, recognizing that they 
would hardly accept such a loss of territory to Russia’s traditional 
Polish enemy. The Poles were also on guard against the Soviet re- 
gime. Trotsky had publicly threatened to invade Poland as soon as 
the Whites had been defeated in the south. 

Attacked in the south, where Wrangel made early gains, and in 
the west, the Red Army found itself under severe pressure. The 
Central Committee approved the High Command’s plan that the 
West Front, now commanded by Tukhachevsky, should attack in 
northern Belorussia to compel the Poles to move troops away 
from the Southwest Front. It meant giving priority to the expul- 
sion of the Poles. Egorov, commanding the Southwest Front, and 
his officers disagreed with this strategy. It was for this reason that 
Stalin was hurriedly dispatched to his headquarters. 

Within a few days of his arrival Stalin had visited the Crimean 
Front and reported to Lenin. The situation gave rise to great anxi- 
ety. He had replaced the commander of the Thirteenth Army. He 
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requested two divisions to reinforce the Southwest Front, for 
Egorov’s initial offensive against the Poles had failed. Lenin in his 
reply firmly reminded him to copy all communications on military 
matters to Trotsky, the Kommissar for War. He also repeated the 
Central Committee decision that the Southwest Front should not 
yet embark on any offensive in the Crimea. Stalin at once 
protested against the refusal to send two further divisions and 
stressed the danger posed by Wrangel to the south. Lenin was not 
to be moved, however, and he confirmed the original plan. 

Kamenev’s order on June 2, 1920, was that the Cavalry Army 
should attack the Polish positions and seek to outflank them 
south of Kiev. Egorov and Stalin apparently amended the line of 
attack in passing the order to Budénny. The effect of this change 
cannot be judged.*® The Red Cavalry attacked, forcing the Polish 
forces south of the Pripet Marshes to retreat hurriedly. To the 
north Tukhachevsky’s West Front opened its offensive early in 
July 1920, again compelling the Poles to fall back. By the end of 
the month the Red Army had advanced across the frontier into 
northern Poland. A provisional Polish government was set up 
under the chairmanship of Dzerzhinsky. Tukhachevsky’s four ar- 
mies were drawn up on the Vistula, and the capture of Warsaw 
seemed imminent. 

Lenin was carried away by the vision of the Red Army in War- 
saw and of a communist Poland giving its full support to the revo- 
lutionary movement. He felt acutely the isolation of Russia, 
which with all its internal problems was bearing the socialist 
banner alone. This vision was shared by many within the party 
and gave rise to a wave of enthusiasm, as members rallied to 
the cry “Onwards to Warsaw!” But there were realists, Stalin 
foremost among them, who saw the dangers of this policy. In June 
(1920) he wrote that “the rear of the Polish forces is homoge- 
neous and nationally united. Its dominant mood is ‘the feeling for 
their native land.’ . . . The class conflicts have not reached the 
strength needed to break through the sense of national unity.”** It 
was a clear waming against accepting Lenin’s facile belief that the 
Polish proletariat was ready for revolution. 

The Politburo had, however, decided on its policy of conquer- 
ing Poland in spite of the opposition expressed by Stalin and 
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others. Stalin had hurriedly rejoined the Southwest Front which 
covered the southem part of the Polish lines and was at the same 
time on guard against Wrangel in the south. The Politburo now 
decided to form a special front against Wrangel under Stalin’s di- 
rection. A major part of the forces of the Southwest Front would 
be transferred to Tukhachevsky’s Western Front for the advance 
on Warsaw, and the remaining forces would form Stalin’s special 
front. Angered by these instructions from the Politburo, Stalin 
replied churlishly that the Politburo should not be concerning it- 
self with such details. Lenin was taken aback and asked for an ex- 
planation of his opposition. In his reply Stalin set out the organi- 
zational difficulties which the instructions entailed. Lenin was 
impressed by his appreciation of the situation and allowed the 
Southwest Front to retain its previous commitments; only three of 
its armies were to be transferred to the Western Front. 

The basic problem was that Tukhachevsky’s Western Front was 
separated by more than three hundred miles of the Pripet 
Marshes from the Southwest Front. Communications and the 
prompt transfer of forces over such distances were further compli- 
cated by the absence of a strong central command. Trotsky and 
the Supreme War Council were ignored. Kamenev, the com- 
mander in chief, issued directives but could not enforce them. 
The Politburo and in particular Lenin, acting independently, tried 
to resolve conflicts, but could not be sure that their instructions 
would be observed. Moreover, Lenin’s instructions conflicted on 
occasions with plans of the commander in chief. Thus Kamenev 
confirmed that Tukhachevsky should outflank Warsaw from the 
north and west and take the city by August 12, 1920. This left the 
large Lublin gap unprotected between the Russian forces and the 
Pripet Marshes. At this time Wrangel was moving with some suc- 
cess, posing a threat that alarmed Lenin. On August 11 he in- 
structed Stalin to break off operations against the Poles at Lvov 
and to embark on an immediate offensive to destroy Wrangel’s 
army and seize the Crimea. On the same day Kamenev ordered 
the Southwest Front to send “as large a force as possible towards 
Lublin to assist Tukhachevsky’s left flank.”45 

At this time it was believed that the Red Army had already won 
the battle for Warsaw. Stalin and Egorov were planning to send 
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their cavalry not to Lublin, but to the Crimea, and they ignored 
Kamenev’s instructions. On August 13 Kamenev sent orders that 
both the 12th and ist Cavalry armies would be transferred to the 
command of the Wester Front on the following day. Egorov felt 
he had to comply. But Stalin refused to sign the order and sent a 
telegram angrily reproaching the commander in chief for trying to 
destroy the Southwest Front. 

Tukhachevsky’s advance had been progressing slowly. But on 
August 16 the Poles counterattacked, concentrating on the Lublin 
gap, and within a few days they had shattered the West Front. 
On August 19 the Politburo, including Stalin, met in Moscow, 
still unaware that the Poles were on the point of routing Tukha- 
chevsky’s armies. The Politburo, “having heard the military re- 
ports of Comrades Trotsky and Stalin,” decided that the main 
concentration of forces should now be directed to the recovery of 
the Crimea. 

Responsibility for the disaster was angrily debated then and 
later.** Lenin abstained from blaming anyone, but it is clear that 
he himself and all the participants bore part of the blame. Lenin 
had been carried away by hopes of a Polish revolution and 
seriously miscalculated the strength of Polish resistance. Kamenev 
and Tukhachevsky must bear the military responsibility, since 
they neglected to ensure protection of their flanks before advanc- 
ing. Moreover, even if Stalin and Egorov had responded promptly 
to orders to transfer troops from their front to fill the Lublin gap, 
it is doubtful whether such troops could have arrived in time and 
in fighting condition to have withstood the Polish onslaught. 

Stalin’s concern to maintain the strength of the Southwest 
Front was understandable. It was facing the Polish forces at Lvov, 
Wrangel’s army to the south, and the possibility of Romanian in- 
tervention. All were serious threats, which were causing Lenin and 
the Politburo anxiety, and the wisdom of detaching any of its ar- 
mies to reinforce the Western Front was questionable. Rightly 
or wrongly, however, Stalin was undoubtedly guilty of insubor- 
dination, as on other occasions in the Civil War when he was sure 
that he was right. But there was also an inevitability in the defeat 
of the Red Army. The troops were near exhaustion. They had 
fought heroically on Russian soil. Now they encountered the 
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Poles, who were defending their capital and homeland against 
their traditional Russian enemy, and they fought with desperate 
bravery. 

By the close of 1920 the Civil War had ended. Wrangel, his 
volunteer army greatly outnumbered by the Red forces in the 
south, suffered a disastrous defeat. His army disintegrated, as had 
Kolchak’s army in Siberia some months earlier. But the Whites 
had been doomed to failure from the start. 

Lenin and his government had been able to raise the Red Army 
to a strength of more than 5 million men and to ensure the supply 
of basic munitions. There had been failures of organization, 
conflicts between commanders and kommissars, and frequent con- 
fusion between the headquarters of the fronts, the High Com- 
mand, and the party Central Committee in Moscow. The new So- 
viet leaders and the Red Army were able to rise above these 
obstacles, and, united and fired by revolutionary zeal, they 
triumphed. 

It is difficult, if not impossible, to penetrate the endemic confu- 
sion of the Red Army’s operations in this period and the miasma 
of suspicions, vicious antagonisms, and conflicting claims—many 
of them made later—in order to evaluate the contribution of the 
individual Soviet leaders to the triumph. Lenin had been in com- 
mand throughout the war. He had closely followed each opera- 
tion, and had sent out orders, usually in the name of the Central 
Committee, but they were his orders. He had handled trouble- 
some personalities, especially Stalin and Trotsky, with tact and 
firmness. All had accepted his supreme leadership. It was indeed 
during the years after the Revolution, and particularly during the 
Civil War, that he revealed greatness as a leader. 

Trotsky’s prestige had greatly diminished by the end of the war. 
The failure of his negotiations with the Germans and the forced 
acceptance of the disastrous terms of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk 
had damaged his reputation. He had resigned as Kommissar for 
Foreign Affairs and become Kommissar for War. In the early 
months of the Civil War he had blazed across the sky like a 
comet. He had laid the foundations of the Red Army. A small vi- 
brant figure in black leather uniform, he was gallant and ludicrous 
at the same time. At every opportunity he harangued the troops. 
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He was a fine orator, and very conscious of this talent. Often, as 
in Sviyazhsk in August 1918, his dramatic words and presence 
raised the morale of disheartened men, just as his ruthless punish- 
ments restored discipline. But he greatly overrated the power of 
his theatrical performances. Budénny wrote that to ordinary, often 
illiterate, soldiers he could be a strange figure with his waving 
arms and spate of words, most of which they did not understand. 
At times his exhortations stirred them to anger.4? Moreover, as 
Lenin came to recognize, he was readily carried away by his own 
words, losing touch with the realities of the situation. He was 
also unsound in his appointments to positions of command. His 
stubborn support for Vatsetis had been an example. At the start 
of the war Trotsky had exercised wide independent authority; by 
the time of the Polish War he was to be found in Moscow and 
directly under Lenin’s control. 

Increasingly Lenin had come to rely on Stalin, who was in most 
things the antithesis of Trotsky. He rarely addressed the troops or 
meetings of any kind, but when he did he spoke in simple terms. 
He was the realist, who coldly assessed men and situations, and 
was usually sound in his conclusions. He remained calm and self- 
possessed. He was difficult only in his antagonisms towards certain 
people and when his advice was rejected. While demanding that 
others obey orders, he himself did not hesitate on occasions to be 
insubordinate, for he readily set his judgment above that of 
others. But he learned, too, that in war a supreme commander, ex- 
ercising unquestioned authority, was essential to victory. He never 
forgot this lesson. 

In November 1919 Trotsky and Stalin were awarded the new 
Order of the Red Banner. The award to Stalin was “for his serv- 
ices in the defense of Petrograd and for his self-sacrificing work at 
the South Front.” The two awards were an indication that at the 
time Lenin and the Central Committee considered both men 
equally valuable. 

In later years, when seeking every pretext to denigrate Stalin, 
Trotsky wrote contemptuously of his role in the Civil War. It is 
clear, however, from contemporary sources, including Trotsky’s 
papers, that at the time he rated Stalin high as a military organ- 
izer. In times of crisis when party interests and the revolutionary 





—_—  Oo—<—<_ 


Civil War, 1918-20 141 


cause transcended personal rivalries, he turned to him. During the 
Polish War, for example, when anxious about an attack by Wran- 
gel from the Crimea, Trotsky recommended that “Comrade 
Stalin should be charged with forming a new military council with 
Egorov or Frunze as commander by agreement between the Com- 
mander-in-Chief and Comrade Stalin.”48 On other occasions he 
made or supported similar proposals to send Stalin to resolve cru- 
cial problems at the fronts. Like Lenin and other members of the 
Central Committee, he had come to value Stalin’s abilities. 

Stalin emerged from the Civil War and the Polish War with a 
greatly enhanced reputation. He had made mistakes but so, too, 
had others. To the people generally, he was still not well known. 
He was rarely in the public eye and, unlike Trotsky, he did not 
court publicity. Within the party he was known as the quiet and 
incisive man of action, a leader of decision and authority. In 
the immense task facing the government, of reorganizing the 
country after the years of war and revolution, he was clearly a man 
who would bear special responsibilities. 

The experience of the Civil War made a profound impact on 
Stalin. It broadened his knowledge of himself and his abilities. 
For the first time he had responsibility on a vast scale, and he 
found that he could carry it and indeed was stimulated by it. But 
this self-knowledge came in conditions of complete brutalization. 
He had witnessed the bread war, when villages and whole towns 
were wiped out in the struggle to ensure grain deliveries to the 
north. He had been schooled in the principle that the party’s pur- 
poses must be pursued, no matter what the cost in human lives. 
Now he had seen people massacred in thousands in the struggle 
for the survival of the party and its government. The experience 
implanted more deeply in him that inhumanity which was to 
mark his exercise of power. 
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The White challenge had been crushed and the much-feared Al- 
lied intervention had failed to materialize in any serious form. But 
the cost of victory was horrifying. It has been estimated that in 
the course of the war against the Central Powers and then the 
Civil War some 27 million Russians perished. Most were killed on 
the battlefields and in the countless guerrilla engagements, but 
thousands died from malnutrition and disease. 

The country had been ravaged and the economy was in ruins. 
The system of war communism had met the minimum needs of 
the Red Army, but in every other way it had produced disaster, 
hastening the economy towards chaos and collapse. 

By the end of 1920, the people were starving, disease-ridden, 
and near exhaustion. They had endured their hardships and toler- 
ated communist rule, while the Civil War raged, but now they 
were losing hope of change and improvement. Open hostility to- 
wards the Soviet leaders was widespread. In the country the peas- 
ants were already in revolt; in cities and towns the people were in 
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an angry mood. During the first months of 1921 the starvation 
bread ration was cut by a third, and a fuel crisis was officially an- 
nounced. The winter had been severe and snowdrifts had halted 
food and fuel trains from the Ukraine, the Caucasus, and Siberia. 
Many factories had to close down. All added to the angry despera- 
tion of the people. 

Lenin and his colleagues realized the magnitude of the recon- 
struction which had to be tackled immediately, but were less 
aware of the popular mood. At this time they were elated and 
amazed by their survival. It gave them a new confidence in their 
ability to deal with the formidable tasks ahead of them. They had 
survived against incredible challenges; they were the new men, the 
chosen men, who would change the course of history. 

Stalin expressed this mood in a speech to an anniversary session 
of the Baku Soviet on November 6, 1920. And he was expressing 
not only the mood of the party hierarchy but also his own sense of 
the destiny of the party and of Russia and his total commitment 
to that destiny. He recalled the evening of October 25, 1917, 


“when we, a small group of Bolsheviks, headed by Comrade 
Lenin . . . with the Red Guard, insignificant in numbers, and at 
our disposal all in all a small, still not properly integrated, Com- 
munist Party of 200-250 thousand members, how we, this small 
group, seized power from the representatives of the bourgeoi- 
sie. . . . Three years have passed since then. And in that pe- 
riod Russia, passing through fire and tempest, has forged itself 
into the greatest socialist power in the world. . . . If at that time 
we had a small guard of Petrograd workers . . . now we have a 
famed multi-million Red Army, which threatens the enemies of 
Soviet Russia. If three years ago we had a small, not fully inte- 
grated party . . . we now have a party of 700,000 members, a 
party welded by steel, a party of members who at any moment 
can re-group and in hundreds of thousands concentrate on a 
given party task, a party which at a word from the Central Com- 
mittee, can advance against the enemy.” 


Stalin closed his speech with a reference to Luther’s challenge to 
the Emperor and the Church at the Diet of Worms in 1521, 
which he paraphrased and adapted. “Russia could say ‘Here I 
stand on the frontier between the old capitalist and the new 
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socialist world, here on this frontier I bring together the strivings 
of the peasantry of the East with the purpose of destroying the 
old world. And the god of history is with me!”! 

Faced with the stark problems of the economy and the survival 
of the Soviet regime, Lenin and his colleagues at first thought that 
the system of war communism would provide the answer. Trotsky 
was a fanatic exponent of this view. His plan, first presented in 
Prayda in December 1919, was approved initially by the Central 
Committee, but many party members argued strenuously against 
it. The plan provided for “the mobilization of the industrial prole- 
tariat, liability for labour service, militarization of economic life, 
and the use of military units for economic needs.”* He insisted 
that labor must be subject to the same strict discipline as the Red 
Army. Wholly authoritarian in outlook and without the least un- 
derstanding of or feeling for human needs and emotions, he set 
about imposing this discipline. The immediate result was an angry 
storm of protest and rebellion. The Third Red Army was on his 
orders redesignated “The First Revolutionary Army of Labor” and 
assigned to labor duties in the Urals. The soldiers deserted. Peas- 
ants, infuriated by the take-over of their districts by labor armies, 
burned the crops as they were gathered. 

Trotsky came into direct conflict with the trade unions. He had 
plunged into the task of restoring the railway system, and, over- 
ruling the objections of the union, he had mobilized the rail- 
waymen under army discipline. Then, again in the face of union 
opposition, he had set up his own transport authority, the Central 
Transport Committee, known as Tsektran. His highhanded treat- 
ment of this union and his threats that he would deal likewise 
with other unions infuriated unionist members of the party. 

Trotsky had provoked the conflict with the unions, but there 
was also growing opposition to the highhanded practice of the 
central party organs of disregarding democratic elections and mak- 
ing appointments to high offices. Dispute over these fundamental 
issues threatened to split the party. Lenin, supported by ten of the 
nineteen Central Committee members, including Stalin, Zinoviev, 
and Kamenev, proposed some moderating of party rule. Immedi- 
ate abolition of Trotsky’s hated Tsektran was to be a first step. 
Trotsky violently opposed such “liberal” policies. He was sup- 
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ported by Bukharin, Dzerzhinsky, and the three members then in 
charge of the party Secretariat. The rift within the Central Com- 
mittee could not be bridged, and it was decided to put the matter 
to the party at large. Zinoviev, the party leader in Petrograd, led 
the attack on Trotsky, whom he had always detested, condemning 
him as a dictator. The debate raged between the factions as all 
prepared for the Tenth Party Congress, due to meet in March 
1921, when these questions would be resolved. 

The driving sense of purpose which possessed the party leaders, 
and the distraction of such internecine disputes, caused them to 
minimize and even overlook the explosive mood of the people. Up- 
risings among the peasantry were too frequent to arouse special 
concern. But now the resourceful anarchist peasant leader Nestor 
Makhno had plunged the Ukraine into turmoil. Uprisings by peas- 
ants in western Siberia disrupted the Trans-Siberian Railways and 
further aggravated the food shortages in Moscow and other cities. 
Most serious of all was the rebellion of the peasants of the Tam- 
bov region, who were renowned for their turbulence. In April 
1921 the Red Cavalry and special army units, commanded by 
Tukhachevsky, crushed the rebel forces, but it was not until the 
autumn that order was restored in the region. 

The mood of the cities was demonstrated in February 1921 by 
strikes in Petrograd and elsewhere. The government declared mar- 
tial law in Petrograd, and the protests were smothered in other 
places. But it took the mutiny in Kronstadt to make them realize 
the full danger of the situation. 

A stronghold of Bolshevism in 1917, Kronstadt, the island naval 
base in the Finnish Gulf, guarding the approaches to Petrograd, 
tebelled against the Soviet government. The garrison of fifteen 
thousand sailors and soldiers, recruited from the peasantry, had 
been increasingly incensed by reports of forced grain requisi- 
tioning, of the brutalities of the Cheka, and the savage suppres- 
sion of uprisings. Following a mass meeting of the garrison on 
March 1, 1921, Kronstadt rang with shouts of “Down with the 
Bolshevik tyranny!” and “For the Soviets—without the Commu- 
nists!” The rebels proclaimed themselves to be the liberators of 
Russia from the new Bolshevik autocracy. 

The rebels were confident that their demands would have popu- 
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lar support throughout the country. On the night of March 4 the 
Petrograd Soviet sent a demand for the immediate surrender of 
the garrison. Trotsky followed up this ultimatum with a threat- 
ening manifesto. Kronstadt refused to submit. 

Preparations were made hurriedly to take the island fortress by 
storm before the ice thawed on the Neva and the Gulf. Special 
Cheka and communist units under the command of Tukha- 
chevsky made three attacks and all failed. On March 16 the Soviet 
troops, camouflaged in white sheets, attacked again, and, after two 
days of savage fighting, the rebels were crushed. All who were cap- 
tured were executed. 

The Konstadt uprising, which had broken out on the eve of the 
Tenth Party Congress, unsettled Lenin and the party hierarchy. 
They had believed that world revolution was at hand, that the 
proletariat of western Europe would soon follow their leadership, 
and that the epic struggle of the Civil War heralded the transi- 
tion of Russia to socialism. But Lenin and Stalin, and perhaps 
others in the Central Committee, now recognized that world revo- 
lution was far off and that the Wester proletariat had no stom- 
ach for revolution. And the Kronstadt mutiny opened their eyes 
to the fact that inside Russia the communist leadership was the 
object of popular hatred. “This was the flash,” Lenin acknowl- 
edged, “which lit up reality better than anything else.”# 

The immediate priority was to recover support for the party, in 
particular the support or at least the acquiescence of the peasants. 
They formed the great majority of the population, and their food 
production and demands dominated the economy. The party was 
at the mercy of the peasantry; it was a fact that Stalin was never 
to forget. But Lenin and, following him, Stalin also kept in mind 
the fundamental principle of “the dictatorship of the proletariat,” 
which, as Lenin had stated and reiterated, justified the use of “un- 
limited power, based on violence and bound by no laws” in main- 
taining the supremacy of the party.* 

In a desperate move to win over the hostile peasantry and the 
people generally, Lenin introduced at this time the New Eco- 
nomic Policy (NEP). The forcible requisitioning of produce from 
the peasants was halted. A graduated tax in kind took its place, 
and any future surpluses could be voluntarily delivered to the gov- 
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ernment or traded on the open market. The new incentives for 
free trade would probably have produced immediate results, but 
drought, afflicting especially the Volga basin, led to a terrible fam- 
ine. Relief measures and large-scale aid from America saved many 
lives, but towards the end of 1921 more than 22 million people 
were starving to death. There seemed to be no limit to the suffer- 
ings that the Russian people were condemned to endure. 

In the following year, when the harvest was abundant, agricul- 
ture produced impressive results. NEP heralded a great economic 
revival and a return to normal living. Initially the new policy ap- 
plied to agriculture and internal trade, but it spread to industry. 
Private entrepreneurs, the Nepmen, emerged suddenly, injecting 
vitality and purpose into the devastated economy. As though to 
make up for the years of stagnation, the economic revival gathered 
an amazing momentum. 

| Many party members protested vigorously against this reversion 
to capitalism. The party as a whole was deeply shaken by this re- 
versal of Marxist principles. Stalin keenly defended NEP. “Rus- 
sia is now experiencing the same mass outburst in the develop- 
ment of its productive forces as Northern America experienced 
after its civil war.” Lenin rebutted criticisms of the betrayal of 
the revolution, claiming that, while the state retained control over 
the “commanding heights” of industry and foreign trade, the 
achievements of the Revolution were secure. 

The Tenth Party Congress, meeting from March 8 to 16 
(1921), marked a new era in the history of the party. The battle 
against the Kronstadt insurgents was raging at this time, and the 
delegates to the congress were both angry and intimidated by the 
widespread hostility towards their regime. It was a critical time 
when Lenin’s leadership and his ruthless use of tactics of expedi- 
ency were fully displayed. 

The Congress approved the principles of NEP after relatively lit- 
tle debate. In their nervous, beleaguered mood, the delegates rec- 
ognized that, however contrary to communist principles, conces- 
sions had to be made to the peasants at this time. Lenin was not 
greatly concerned about this retreat from dogma, which he consid- 
ered temporary. Economic reforms were for him far less important 
than the political reforms needed to entrench the monopoly of 
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power in the Communist party. Throughout the Congress he gave 
his attention primarily to the strengthening of the party political 
machine. He saw this as the real center of control. 

In the early sessions Lenin’s Platform of Ten, which purported 
to stand for relaxation of party dictatorship and discipline, gained 
the support of a large majority. Trotsky’s proposals for rebuilding 
the economy by using the methods of war communism were heav- 
ily defeated. Lenin’s resolutions on the trade unions and demo- 
cratic centralism seemed to introduce a new spirit of reasona- 
bleness. One resolution declared that “it is above all necessary to 
put into practice . . . on a wide scale the principle of election to 
all organs . . . and to do away with the method of appointment 
from the top.” Another resolution emphasized that members 
must be able to take “an active part in the life of the party” and 
that “the nature of workers’ democracy excluded every form of ap- 
pointment in place of election as a system.”” 

Suddenly on the last day of the congress, Lenin moved two new 
resolutions, one on “Party Unity” and the other entitled “The 
Syndicalist and Anarchist Deviation in Our Party.” The first de- 
nounced and outlawed all opposition groups as sources of weakness 
and danger, and demanded their immediate dissolution or the ex- 
pulsion of their members from the party. The second resolution 
rejected the trade-union claims to control industry as “incon- 
sistent with membership of the party.” The trade unions were, in 
fact, to be merged into the state machine and to function as the 
servants of the state. This was no more than Trotsky had ad- 
vocated, but his handling of the proposal had caused angry oppo- 
sition. 

The two resolutions were passed by an overwhelming majority 
of the delegates. It was an extraordinary reversal of their earlier 
decisions. Lenin’s tactics had gained full acknowledgment of the 
absolute power of the leaders at the center. But the conduct of 
the delegates demonstrated also the new significance of the party. 
It had become an entity, something apart from the small group of 
leaders dedicated to revolution and communism. It had been 
sanctified in the furnace of the Civil War. It had overcome the 
Kronstadt rebellion, but it must remain vigilant. All members 
owed it absolute obedience and loyalty, although this might mean 
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subjugating genuine fears and objections. They voted for Lenin’s 
two resolutions to preserve the unity of this almost mystic concept 
of the patty: To have rejected them would have been akin to 
apostasy. 

Trotsky suffered an ignominious defeat at the congress, and the 
campaign waged against him by Zinoviev, Stalin, and others 
seriously damaged his reputation. His plans for the militarization 
of labor, for the subordination of the trade unions, and for the 
greater centralization of power had been overwhelmingly rejected. 
The adoption of NEP had also been a rebuff to his economic 
policies. His public conflict with Lenin had lowered his standing 
with members among many of whom he was personally un- 
popular. In the election of the Central Committee he nevertheless 
retained his place, but others who had supported his platform 
were not re-elected. 

Stalin played an unobtrusive part in the disputes which domi- 
nated the Tenth Congress. He was one of the Platform of Ten 
supporting Lenin’s proposals. He was evidently content to leave it 
to Zinoviev to launch the main attack on Trotsky in the pre- 
congress debate, but he was active in the campaign. In Pravda 
on January 5, 1921, he published an article, entitled “Our 
Differences,” which was his first polemical article against Trotsky. 
He argued that “democratism” and the use of persuasion among 
the proletariat were essential now that the war was over and the 
party had to deal with the complex threats of economic collapse.® 
It was an effective polemic, but moderate in tone and without the 
strident vigor of Zinoviev’s attacks. Apparently, however, he was 
more active in the background. In the course of the congress one 
delegate, who was a member of the Democratic Centralist group, 
referred to the campaign against Trotsky under the generalship of 
Zinoviev in Petrograd, and in Moscow led by “the military strate- 
gist and arch-democrat, Comrade Stalin.”® 

Although unobtrusive during the congress, Stalin emerged from 
it with greatly increased authority. In part this was due to the 
eclipse of Trotsky and his supporters, which led to vacancies on 
the Central Committee and other central organs, many of which 
were filled by men close to Stalin. But a more important reason 
was his growing mastery over the party apparatus. He alone under- 
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stood how it should develop and function in order to maintain 
the absolute power of the oligarchy at the center. Of course, 
Lenin had always insisted that the party must be in exclusive con- 
trol and administered efficiently. But he was somewhat scornful of 
administration as a form of drudgery to be entrusted to lesser 
men. He had more than once dismissed it as something “any 
housewife” could manage.!® Trotsky saw his role as one of inspir- 
ing and driving men by oratory, and like Zinoviev, Kamenev, and 
Bukharin he had no patience for the back-room work of adminis- 
tration. 

Stalin did not make this mistake. Administration and organi- 
zation were inseparable and essential to the strength of the party. 
In running the Central Committee’s Secretariat, Sverdlov had 
shown himself to be an outstanding administrator-organizer. 
Stalin himself paid tribute to him in an article, published in 1924 
in The Proletarian Revolution. He described him as “an organizer 
through and through, an organizer by nature, by habit, by revolu- 
tionary training, by intuition, an organizer in all his intense activ- 
ity.” He had been a “leader-organizer” who had possessed the two 
essential qualities. The first was capacity to understand the party 
workers with their abilities and shortcomings, and the second was 
to be able to post them so that each one felt himself to be where 
he could most effectively carry out the party’s policies. In his 
tribute to Sverdlov he was describing something of his ideal of the 
party worker, as a man who submerged himself in his duties, 
quiet, self-effacing, and utterly dedicated. 

The years from 1919 to 1922 were a period of great change and 
development in the party. The transition from a conspiratorial 
revolutionary organization into a legal governing party with not 
only power but responsibility had come as a shock to Lenin and 
other Bolshevik leaders. It was a matter now of urgently reorgan- 
izing the party apparatus so that it could meet the new demands 
upon it, At the same time the relationship between the party or- 
ganization and the machinery of the Soviet state had to be es- 
tablished. 

The Eighth Party Congress, in March 1919, had increased the 
size of the Central Committee to nineteen members and eight 
candidates. Two subcommittees had been set up, each comprising 
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five Central Committee members. The first was the Politburo 
(Political Bureau), and its members from 1919 to 1921 were 
Lenin, Trotsky, Stalin, Kamenev, and Nikolai Krestinsky. The sec- 
ond subcommittee was the Orgburo (Organizational Bureau) of 
which Stalin was also a member. Lenin described the functions of 
the two new organs broadly in the statement that “the Orgburo 
allocates forces, while the Politburo decides policy.”!2 A third 
organ, the Secretariat of the Central Committee, was soon exercis- 
ing extraordinary power and influence. 

In the early days of the party, Krupskaya and Elena Stasova had 
acted as secretaries under Lenin’s personal supervision. The work 
had expanded rapidly after 1917 and Sverdlov took over the Secre- 
tariat. In March 1919 he fell ill with Spanish flu and died. Kres- 
tinsky was appointed in his place. 

The reorganization and expansion of the party apparatus were 
accelerated by the need to establish the dominant role of the 
party organs over those of the Soviet state. Lenin had declared 
that the party must be “the leading and directing force” in Soviet 
society.13 This function demanded a strong and efficient party ma- 
chine." 

The Eighth Party Congress in March 1919 had approved a spe- 
cial Resolution on Organizational Questions. It described the 
function of party committees as being to “guide” and “control” 
Soviet or government organs through directives passed to party 
“factions” within them, but without involving themselves directly 
in administration. 

The creation of a massive, highly organized party apparatus 
quickly gathered momentum. Sverdlov had handled the party ad- 
ministration with the help of 15 assistants and a total staff of 30. 
By December 19149 the staff of the Secretariat numbered 80; three 
months later it was 120; and by March 1920, 602. 

The rules of party structure provided for a hierarchy of commit- 
tees under the authority of the annual party congress and confer- 
ence, and the Central Committee. Such committees were set up 
at regional, provincial, district, and rural levels, and there were 
party cells in the Red Army and in industries. Each committee 
was subordinated to the committee next above it, and its member- 
ship had to be approved by its next senior committee. All an- 
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swered to the supreme body at the top of the pyramid, which de- 
cided who would be elected as secretary and which could replace 
any member of any committee. 

The key to the effectiveness of this vast hierarchal network lay 
in the appointment of trusted party members to exercise control 
at every level. In the early years of the Secretariat, personnel rec- 
ords were far from complete, but by the beginning of 1922 a party 
census made it possible for the first time to record biographical 
data on every member. On the basis of the new records, postings 
could be selective. Between April 1900 and mid-February 1921 
there were more than forty thousand postings, and the number 
grew as the party tightened its grip on the country. 

Stalin’s exact role in the creation of this immense party appara- 
tus is not known, but it was significant. Indeed, he alone among 
the party leaders had the knowledge and patience for this kind of 
work. Lenin took a close interest, but, provided the development 
was on lines that he approved, he did not involve himself in de- 
tails. Zinoviev and Kamenev were mainly concerned at this time 
with their roles as the party chiefs respectively of Petrograd and 
Moscow. Trotsky was taken up with his economic proposals. 
Moreover, after the rejection of his plans at the Tenth Congress 
in March 1921, he seemed to withdraw, as though deeply hurt, 
and he took no direct interest in the building of the party organi- 
zation.15 

During these years Stalin was a full member of the Central 
Committee, the Politburo, and the Orgburo. He had always 
shown a remarkable ability for shouldering a multiplicity of re- 
sponsibilities. He was still Kommissar for Nationality Affairs, and 
from 1919 to 1922 he was also the People’s Kommissar of State 
Control, later renamed the Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspection, or 
Rabkrin, which exercised control over the whole government ma- 
chinery, becoming a “kommissariat above all kommissariats.”2* 

At the Eleventh Party Congress in March-April 1922, Eugene 
Preobrazhensky asserted that many top party leaders were giving 
excessive attention to governmental matters. He went on to ques- 
tion whether any man, and he referred directly to Stalin, could 
shoulder the responsibilities of two kommissariats and also carry 
out his party work. 
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Lenin admitted the difficulty, but pointed out that there was no 
one else capable of dealing with these particular tasks. “These are 
all political questions,” he said, referring to the nationality prob- 
lems with which Stalin was dealing. “We are resolving them and 
we have to have a man to whom any national representative can 
go and explain in detail what the problem is. Where can we find 
him? I don’t believe that Preobrazhensky could name any candi- 
date other than Comrade Stalin. The same applies to Rabkrin. A 
gigantic job! But in order to cope with the inspection work, you 
have to have at the head of it a man with authority, otherwise 
we'll bog down and drown in petty intrigues.”!7 

Krestinsky, Preobrazhensky, and L. P. Serebryakov, who had 
been in charge of the Secretariat since March 1920, were all 
closely associated with Trotsky. At the Tenth Party Congress in 
March 1921, they were not re-elected to the Central Committee 
and consequently vacated their places in the Secretariat and the 
Orgburo. Stalin’s colleagues Voroshilov and Ordzhonikidze gained 
seats on the Central Committee. Molotov, already under Stalin’s 
domination, became a full member. Two able young party 
workers, Valerian Kuibyshev and Sergei Kirov, both Stalin’s sup- 
porters, were also elected. The three places in the Secretariat were 
filled by Molotov, Emelyan Yaroslavsky, and V. M. Mikhailov. 

During the desperate months of the Civil War, Stalin had not 
been able to give time to his Kommissariat for Nationality Affairs. 
He returned to it actively in the spring of 1920 and quickly devel- 
oped its powers and jurisdiction until it became a small-scale fed- 
eral government on its own. But his handling of nationality affairs 
brought increasing friction in his relations with Lenin. 

The policy of centralizing power in the one communist party 
had been clearly stated in the party rules in December 1919.18 
Communist parties in the Ukraine, the Muslim borderlands, and 
Georgia had been subordinated to the Russian Central Commit- 
tee in the course of the Civil War, and claims to autonomy or the 
Preservation of national identity had been brushed aside. Lenin 
had become disturbed, however, about the working of communist 
policy among national minorities. He had always had misgivings 
about Great Russian chauvinism, although in a party which was 
some 80 per cent Russian in composition, the predominance of 
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Russian influence was inevitable. To Stalin the policy was clear: It 
was to reunite without delay as much of the tsarist empire as pos- 
sible directly under Moscow’s rule. Lenin accepted this principle, 
but worried about the dangers of pushing the policy through in 
haste, especially in Georgia. Stalin was not the man to allow ex- 
ceptions, least of all in Georgia, where the despised Mensheviks 
were in power. 

In November 1920 Stalin went to Baku. It was his first visit to 
Transcaucasia since 1912, and he had grown in authority and ma- 
tured greatly during these years. In Baku he was welcomed with 
enthusiasm and hailed as “the leader of the proletarian revolution 
in the Caucasus and the East.”? Ordzhonikidze, head of the Cen- 
tral Committee’s Caucasian Bureau (Kavburo), set up in April 
1920, and Stalin’s strong supporter, had arranged this reception. 
He was one of the group of Stalin’s agents who included L. M. 
Kaganovich, head of the Turkestan Bureau, S. M. Kirov, head of 
the Azerbaijan Central Committee, and Molotov, head of the 
Ukrainian Central Committee. Anastas Mikoyan, a young Ar- 
menian, was soon to join the group. All were eager for the com- 
plete reconquest of Transcaucasia and this meant seizing Georgia. 

Early in May 1920, Ordzhonikidze, impatient for action, sent 
telegrams to Lenin and Stalin, proposing that the Eleventh Army, 
then in the North Caucasus under the command of Tukha- 
chevsky, should march into Georgia. At this time the Poles were 
advancing into the Ukraine. Anxious to avoid further commit- 
ments for the weary Red forces, the Politburo, in a telegram 
signed by Lenin and Stalin, expressly forbade invasion and in- 
structed him to open negotiations with the Georgian government, 
led by the Menshevik Noi Zhordania. A treaty was duly signed on 
May 7 (1920) by which the government of the R.S.F.S.R. for- 
mally recognized the independence of Georgia and guaranteed the 
legal status of the local Communist party. Kirov went to Tiflis as 
Moscow’s envoy, and by diplomatic and other means he set about 
undermining the Georgian government. The republic’s inde- 
pendence could only be a temporary arrangement. 

In an interview, published in Pravda on November 30, 1920, 
Stalin stated that “the Georgia that enmeshed itself in the toils of 
the Entente and was consequently deprived both of Baku oil and 
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of Kuban grain, the Georgia that became the main base of imperi- 
alist operations by Britain and France and hence entered into hos- 
tile relations with Soviet Russia—this Georgia is now living out 
the last days of its existence.”° 

In December 1920 and again in January 1921, Ordzhonikidze, 
with the support of all members of the Kavburo, sent telegrams to 
Lenin urging the immediate take-over of Georgia. The reply on 
each occasion was that the time was not yet ripe. Lenin’s hesita- 
tion was due to many factors. The Red Army was in no condition 
to wage a long campaign. The Turkish armies along the Georgian 
and Armenian frontiers might attack. He feared, too, that, since 
Britain had recognized independent Georgia, she might intervene 
in support of the regime. Leonid Krasin was instructed to take 
soundings in London, and he obtained an assurance from the 
Prime Minister, David Lloyd George, that the British govern- 
ment would not be unduly distressed by Soviet action. 

At this stage Stalin took up the Kavburo proposals, and this was 
the decisive factor. He made an issue of allegations that Zhor- 
dania’s government had violated the Soviet-Georgian treaty, and 
argued that a revolutionary situation existed in Georgia. He pro- 
posed to the Central Committee that Ordzhonikidze be directed 
to prepare an armed communist rising in Georgia and that the 
Revolutionary War Council should stand ready to give military 
assistance. He added a postscript to his letter which read tersely: 
“I request a reply before 6 o’clock.” Lenin responded promptly, 
adding to the letter the words “Not to be delayed.”2 On Febru- 
ary 15, 1921, the Red Army invaded Georgia. 

Lenin continued nevertheless to feel troubled about Georgia. 
Socialists abroad would be critical of the Soviet government’s use 
of force to overthrow a social democratic regime. At this time, 
too, it was important to avoid damaging further good relations 
with the West, which the Soviet government was cultivating in 
the hope of attracting the massive capitalist aid urgently needed 
for the revival of the Russian economy. Such factors had not trou- 
bled him unduly in respect of other national minorities, but Geor- 
gia was an exception. Early in March 1921 he sent messages to 
Ordzhonikidze, urging him to try to reach a compromise agree- 
ment with Zhordania and the Georgian Mensheviks. But Zhor- 
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dania and his ministers had already fled from Tiflis and soon after- 
wards sought refuge abroad. Lenin continued to urge moderation, 
but Ordzhonikidze was impatient and overbearing in his methods, 
and Lenin’s advice was ignored. 

The Red Army had carried out its invasion of the country with 
brutality. It was followed by a swarm of officials from Moscow 
who took over the administration, and the Cheka exercised police 
functions with a crude unconcern for Georgian feelings. Ordzhon- 
ikidze set up his headquarters in Baku, and ruthlessly asserted his 
authority throughout Transcaucasia, especially in purging the 
Menshevik and anti-Soviet elements. 

The Georgians reacted angrily. The conflict developed into a 
feud between Ordzhonikidze, supported by Stalin, and Budu Mdi- 
vani, leading the Georgian Bolsheviks, which came to a climax 
over the formation of the Transcaucasian federation. At first 
Lenin supported Ordzhonikidze and Kavburo, but gradually he 
became opposed to them, and in the process he turned against 
Stalin. 
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Lenin in Decline 
1921-2? 


During 1921 Lenin’s health began to fail. Cerebral arteriosclerosis 
was already obstructing the blood circulation and taking its toll. 
The small thick-set man whose driving energy had been inex- 
haustible was tiring easily. He became irascible, sensing perhaps 
that soon he would be unable to carry on. The interminable work- 
ing hours, the day-to-day problems of party and government, the 
handling of fractious or overzealous members, all would be be- 
yond his strength. He spent much of the summer resting in the 
village of Gorki not far from Moscow. But he found difficulty in 
resting; he had to be at the center, running the party and the gov- 
emment. 

The Eleventh Party Congress was to meet towards the end of 
March 1922, and he prepared carefully. The sessions threatened to 
be stormy. Many members were critical of the dictatorship of the 
hierarchy and the suppression of party democracy. Indeed, in Feb- 
Tuary 1922 a group of twenty-two members of the former 
Workers’ Opposition, led by Shlyapnikov and Aleksandra Kollon- 
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tai, went so far as to appeal to the Third Communist Interna- 
tional. There was never any possibility that the International 
would censure the Russian party. But the action of the twenty- 
two members caused embarrassment to Lenin and his colleagues. 
In fact, they failed to appreciate that the mass of members were 
in sympathy with Shlyapnikov’s group. 

The widespread discontent erupted at the congress. Lenin at- 
tended only the opening and closing sessions. He was infuriated 
by the criticisms made from the floor.! In the past he had handled 
critics effectively, but now he showed his anger and made threats, 
and some members even laughed at him. Moreover, the congress 
defied him and the Central Committee in refusing to expel 
Shlyapnikov and Kollontai from the party. Otherwise the policies 
set out in Lenin’s opening paper were endorsed. But on the im- 
portant issue of the retention of the Party Control Commissions, 
the Central Committee got its way only by falsifying the voting. 

The Party Control Commissions had been set up in 1920 to 
guard communist morals. They were separate and independent 
from party organs; no member of the Central Committee could 
serve on a control commission. They had to keep constant watch 
for corruption, inefficiency, and personal failings in party officials. 
Lenin was puritanical in the moral standards he expected and was 
under the illusion that through the constant vigilance of such 
commissions he could keep the party free from corruption. 

At first the commissions acted with petty thoroughness against 
all members. They did not hesitate to look into complaints 
against the hierarchy, as in the case of the railway guard who ac- 
cused Stalin of swearing and threatening him. Other party leaders 
found themselves under examination. Increasingly, however, the 
commissions investigated the critical and dissident members, and 
they became a means of suppressing criticism of any kind. It was 
for this reason that rank-and-file members wanted the commis- 
sions abolished. 

At the Congress, Molotov reported on behalf of the Secretariat. 
He claimed that as a result of the purge of the party, some 
160,000 members had been expelled or forced to resign. “Now,” 
he stated, “those [opposition] currents and semi-formed factions 
do not exist.”? The delegates were not impressed. Indeed, the ses- 
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sions provided lively evidence that the spirit of opposition was far 
from dead. There were numerous complaints about the clumsy 
bureaucracy and the inefficiency of the Secretariat. Of all the or- 
gans of the Central Committee the Secretariat appeared to com- 
mand least respect. 

On April 3, 1922, the day after the end of the Congress, it was 
announced that Stalin had been appointed to the new post of 
General Secretary. The function of the office was to co-ordinate 
the work of the complex party apparatus. But it was also intended 
that the Secretariat would examine the membership more closely 
and ensure that delegates to future congresses were more carefully 
chosen. The obvious and indeed the only man with the knowl- 
edge, efficiency, and authority for this key post was Stalin. Ka- 
menev as chairman of the Politburo nominated him on its behalf, 
and there can be no doubt that Lenin supported the nomination, 
which he probably initiated. Molotov and Kuibyshev were ap- 
pointed as Stalin’s assistants. The appointment was announced in 
the Soviet press as a routine matter. Apparently no one, not even 
Lenin at this stage, paused to reflect that Stalin was now the only 
Bolshevik leader who was a member of the Central Committee, 
Politburo, Orgburo, and the Secretariat, the four closely in- 
terlinked organs which controlled every aspect of the party and of 
national life. 

Lenin was weary after the Congress. Stormy meetings of this 
kind drained him of nervous energy, and, instead of recovering 
quickly, he had to take a long rest. Angered by this unaccustomed 
debility, he harried the doctors with demands for a cure. He was 
only fifty-two years old, an age when most men were reaching 
their prime, and he had a reasonable expectation of many years in 
power. In April 1922 he underwent a minor operation to remove a 
bullet lodged in his body since 1918, when Fanya Kaplan had shot 
him. There was evidently some hope that the operation might 
lead to an improvement in his condition. But on May 26, 1922, 
while resting at his country home in Gorki, he suffered a severe 
stroke with partial paralysis of the right side of his body and loss 
of speech. 

The party and the whole nation were shocked. With the cus- 
tom of centuries the Russian people looked to one man as their 
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ruler, the embodiment of the government and of the nation itself. 
For them Lenin held the position that the Tsar had held, and at 
this time, after the catastrophes of war and when every part of na- 
tional life was nearing collapse, he was needed. 

Within the party the shock was greatest. Lenin had created the 
party. It was identified with him, and without him it was assumed 
that there could be no party. The leaders were alarmed. At every 
level of the membership from the Central Committee and the 
Politburo down to the rank-and-file members the overriding con- 
cern was to reassure the masses and to protect the unity of the 
party. 

The Politburo had been the oligarchy wielding power, and al- 
though Lenin thought and acted as autocrat, he usually consulted 
and sought the agreement of its members. Now within the Polit- 
buro a troika or triumvirate of Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Stalin 
was formed to provide collective leadership. Zinoviev, as head of 
the party in Petrograd and one of Lenin’s close colleagues, was ac- 
cepted at first as its leader. Kameneyv, as chairman of the Politburo 
and head of the party in Moscow, was also a natural member. 
Stalin was the leader-organizer and represented the party appara- 
tus. Trotsky was excluded. Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Stalin were 
personally antagonistic towards him, but the main reason for his 
exclusion was the fear that with his arrogant dictatorial approach 
to all problems he would provoke opposition and endanger party 
unity. 

The triumvirate, bringing together in the absence of Lenin the 
three most powerful men in the party, was accepted as a tempo- 
Tary arrangement. It was, in fact, the opening round in the strug- 
gle for the succession. 

The party leaders worked hard to reassure the people about 
Lenin’s health and to instill confidence that he would soon retum 
to office. Stalin’s short personal article, published in Pravda on 
September 24, 1922, was particularly noteworthy. He had a re- 
markable gift for communicating directly with the masses, for 
making them feel that he was talking as a friend and taking them 
into his confidence. It was a talent that he used infrequently, but 
on occasions with tremendous effect. 

It was not really appropriate, he commented, to write about 
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Comrade Lenin resting, for he was soon returning to work. Also 
he had so many valued memories that he could not really write 
them down in a short article. But write he must, for the editors 
insisted. When he had seen him in July 1922 for the first time 
after the stroke, Lenin reminded him of one of those old warriors 
he had met at the front, who had fought without a break for days 
on end and who after a rest had come back refreshed and ready 
for new battles. Lenin had made the impression on him that after 
a month and a half’s rest he was completely revived, but with 
traces of his former exhaustion. Lenin complained lightheartedly 
about the doctors’ orders. “I am not allowed to read newspapers 
or talk about politics,” he said. “But,” Stalin added, “we laughed 
about the doctors who cannot understand that professional politi- 
cians on meeting cannot help talking about politics.” A month 
later he found a different Lenin, now “surrounded by a pile of 
books and newspapers and no longer showing signs of strain and 
fatigue.” It was “our old Lenin, peering cunningly at his visitor 
and screwing up his eyes.”4 

At the time when this article was written, Lenin was still 
seriously ill. But he was not a man to submit passively to disabili- 
ties. He strove impatiently to overcome his paralysis and to regain 
his power of speech. On July 2, 1922, he wrote triumphantly that 
“my handwriting begins to look human,” and he asked for the 
preparation of numerous papers in readiness for his return to 
work. His recovery was rapid, and early in October he was again at 
his desk in Moscow. But he should have taken longer to recuper- 
ate. His doctors had advised him to convalesce in the warmth of 
the Crimea and to avoid the northern winter. He would not hear 
of staying away for a day longer than necessary, and, although he 
agreed to restrict his activities, he plunged at once into work.® 

The retum of Lenin to Moscow was welcomed by most 
members. But to the party leaders and especially to the triumvi- 
rate, it was a source of misgiving. Lenin had become more arbi- 
trary and unpredictable. At this time of economic crisis and of 
acute unrest within the party, he might seize on some line of pol- 
icy and stubbornly pursue it against all objections. At the same 
time he was possessive about the party: It was his creation and he 
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was not prepared to surrender control over it even to his closest 
comrades. 

Stalin in particular had reason to be disturbed. It seemed that 
illness had turned Lenin into a cantankerous, interfering old man. 
Even before his first stroke he had shown alarming signs of excita- 
bility and unreasonableness. A proposal, made by Sokolnikov, 
then Kommissar for Finance, that the state foreign trade monop- 
oly should be relaxed had provoked a tantrum. Sokolnikov’s plan 
was to introduce greater flexibility into foreign trade than was pos- 
sible under the inexperienced administration of the Foreign Trade 
Kommissariat. It was a proposal that normally Lenin would have 
discussed rationally and calmly. Now his reaction took everyone 
by surprise. On May 15, 1922, he wrote to Stalin and to M. Frum- 
kin, the Vice-kommissar for Foreign Trade, demanding that 
they take steps “formally to prohibit” further consideration of the 
proposal. Stalin answered this outburst calmly: “I have no objec- 
tion at the present stage to the ‘formal prohibition’ of steps to- 
wards a relaxation of the foreign trade monopoly; still I think that 
the relaxation is becoming inevitable.” To Stalin this was an irri- 
tating but minor disagreement. It was, however, the forerunner of 
more serious conflict. 

During the months of convalescence, Lenin had been able to 
stand back to consider the party, its apparatus, and its person- 
alities. Probably for the first time he had recognized the extent of 
the power that had come into Stalin’s hands. It had filled him 
with resentment as though he had discovered him in the act of 
usurping his position. Although it is usually assumed that Stalin 
was covertly grasping at positions of power and influence, the fact 
is that he was promoted mainly on the initiative of Lenin. Once 
appointed to his various offices he was prompt to exercise the au- 
thority necessary to carry out the work. If Lenin appreciated this, 
it did not diminish his resentment. 

Like most men obsessed with power, Lenin saw his authority as 
something personal, and the thought of another wielding it was 
unbearable. He was the one chosen by fate to destroy the tsarist 
regime, to lead the Revolution, and to build a new society. At this 
stage, because he still believed that he would recover from his 
stroke and because he could not conceive of another being able to 
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take his place, he gave no thought to a successor. Now the possi- 
bility that Stalin might be emerging to assume that role angered 
him, and he became determined to reduce his authority and even 
to destroy him politically. But Stalin was already the one indis- 
pensable member of the ruling hierarchy, and, even had Lenin 
been in good health, he would probably have found it impossible 
to remove him. 

The communists always showed concern for legal formalities: 
They craved respectability. But in 1922 their earnest discussions 
on a new constitution were stimulated by more than a hunger for 
respectability. Relations between the R.S.F.S.R. and the other 
republics were confused. The Ukraine and Georgia complained 
strongly about the lack of any definition of powers and about the 
supreme authority assumed by the R.S.F.S.R. in certain fields 
without consultation or agreement. In 1922, also, Soviet Russia 
was entering into diplomatic relations with other countries, and a 
constitution was needed to enable the goverment in Moscow to 
represent the whole country. 

On August 10, 1922, the Central Committee set up a consti- 
tutional commission under Stalin’s chairmanship. Its task was to 
provide an acceptable definition of the relationship between the 
R.S.F.S.R. and the republics, which would form the basis of a new 
constitution. The commission included representatives from the 
republics, but the final statement was drafted by a subcommittee, 
comprising Stalin, Ordzhonikidze, Molotov, and Gabriel Myasni- 
kov. It was, in fact, Stalin’s project that was put forward, and 
it simply reflected the relationship which had developed with 
Lenin’s direct participation since the Revolution. The draft was 
entitled “Project of a Resolution Concerming the Relations Be- 
tween the RSFSR and the Independent Republics.” The main 
clauses provided for the merging of the republics into the 
R.S.F.S.R. as autonomous units and with the authority of the 
main organs of the R.S.F.S.R. extending over the republics. This 
gave effect to his vision of Soviet Russia as a centralized state in 
which the government of the R.S.F.S.R. was sovereign in its 
powers over the whole country. 

The draft was sent to the republics for the approval of their 
central committees. The Communist party of Azerbaijan, under 
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the firm grip of Ordzhonikidze, approved it, but the others ex- 
pressed strong opposition, and none more vigorously than the 
Georgian. When the commission met on September 23-24, 1922, 
however, it showed no concern for this hostile reaction and ap- 
proved the plan. On the following day Stalin sent the draft with 
supporting documents to Lenin in Gorki and to all members of 
the Central Committee, which was to meet on October 5. 

Lenin was strongly critical of the draft. He had a meeting with 
Stalin at which he insisted that a new federation must be created 
with a separate government, and that all the republics, including 
the R.S.F.S.R., should enter it as equals. The draft plan, providing 
for the autonomous republics to merge with the R.S.F.S.R., would 
be seen as an act of Great Russian chauvinism and would provoke 
and strengthen nationalist movements. Stalin accepted Lenin’s 
proposal for a union of equal republics, but rejected his demand 
for the creation of new organs of central government. The govern- 
ment of the R.S.F.S.R. already provided the necessary apparatus, 
and to create a new stratum of supreme organs would make for a 
top-heavy and confusing system. 

Lenin was insistent. On September 26, 1922, he wrote a letter 
to Kameney for circulation to members of the Politburo. Describ- 
ing the matter as one of supreme importance, he complained that 
“Stalin has a slight tendency to be hasty,” a remark which stung 
Stalin. He stated that in conversation with him Stalin had agreed 
to amend the draft to allow for the equal entry of all republics, to- 
gether with the R.S.F.S.R., into a union of soviet republics of 
Europe and Asia. Stalin had not agreed, however, to the other 
major amendment which he demanded, and the Plenum must 
consider it.’ 

Stalin reacted angrily. He considered Lenin’s views on the na- 
tionality question to be muddled and contradictory, and he had 
no patience with his concern for national sensitivities. The word- 
ing of Lenin’s letter annoyed him. He circulated his own brusque 
comments to members of the Politburo. He dealt with Lenin’s 
points one by one, rejecting some and dismissing others as having 
only editorial significance. Showing resentment of Lenin’s remark 
about his hastiness, he commented that Lenin himself had “has- 
tened a little” in proposing the merger of certain kommissariats 
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with new federal organs. “There is hardly a doubt,” he wrote, 
“that this ‘hastiness will provide fuel to the advocates of inde- 
pendence’ to the detriment of the national liberalism of Comrade 
Lenin.”® 

The Plenum accepted Lenin’s proposals out of deference to his 
strongly expressed demands. He himself was not present at the 
session on October 6, 1922, when the matter was debated. He was 
suffering from toothache, but he made his views known in a note 
in which he wrote: “I declare war on Great Russian chauvinism, a 
war not for life but for death. As soon as I get rid of that accursed 
tooth, I shall devour it with all my healthy ones.”® The Plenum 
went on to approve the revised draft. It also set up a commission 
of eleven members, again under Stalin’s chairmanship, to draft a 
constitution on the basis of the principles as finally approved. 

The Georgians now raised a further objection. The draft pre- 
pared by Stalin had provided for the three Transcaucasian repub- 
lics to enter the R.S.F.S.R. directly. The revised draft, as approved 
by the Plenum, had made the provision that the three republics 
should first come together in a Transcaucasian federation, which 
would join with the other republics in forming the Soviet Union. 
Georgians now demanded that their country should enter the 
union as an individual republic like the Ukraine and Belorussia, 
and that the idea of a Transcaucasian federation should be aban- 
doned. On October 16 Stalin replied that the Central Committee 
had unanimously rejected their demand. 

By this time Stalin and others were exasperated by the Geor- 
gians, who were taking up so much time when other urgent mat- 
ters needed attention. Stalin was also angry because he had 
learned that during his convalescence Lenin had had private talks 
with Mdivani and some of his colleagues. The Georgian leader 
was actively campaigning against Ordzhonikidze and indirectly 
against Stalin, and seeking special consideration for Georgia. Mdi- 
vani, who was both charming and persuasive, and was clearly 
Struggling against Great Russian chauvinism, was gaining Lenin’s 
sympathy. 

The Georgians had some grounds for complaint about the 
Transcaucasian federation. Ordzhonikidze, the “fiery Sergo,” had, 
like Stalin, identified himself completely with the Russian party. 
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He was, when opposed, choleric and impatient; he gave no 
thought to non-Russian sensitivities. On his initiative, and proba- 
bly with Stalin’s approval, a plenary session of the Kavburo had 
decided on the federation of Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Armenia. 
There had been no prior consultation with the central committees 
of the three national groups and, while Armenia and Azerbaijan 
subsequently acquiesced, Mdivani, on behalf of the Georgian 
communists, denounced the proposal. 

At a meeting of the Presidium of the Georgian Central Com- 
mittee, Mdivani went so far as to declare that with only three ex- 
ceptions every member of the committee looked upon Ordzhoni- 
kidze as the “evil genius” of the Caucasus and requested his recall. 
Mdivani next sent a personal telegram to Stalin, proposing that 
the Kavburo’s membership should be changed and complaining 
that “Sergo [Ordzhonikidze] is accusing the Georgian commu- 
nists, me in particular, of chauvinism.”!© But Stalin, who fully 
approved Ordzhonikidze’s activities, ignored the appeal. 

In Moscow the Politburo had requested a report on the Kav- 
buro’s decision on the formation of the Transcaucasian Repub- 
lic. Stalin prepared the report and drafted the Politburo decision. 
He sent the draft to Lenin, who confirmed his support for the fed- 
eration, but proposed changes in the wording to lessen the impres- 
sion that the three countries were acting under pressure from 
Moscow. The Politburo approved the revised draft. 

Under Mdivani’s direction the Georgians kept up their cam- 
paign against Ordzhonikidze and the Kavburo. Stalin’s brother-in- 
law, Aleksandr Svandize, who was the Georgian Kommissar of Fi- 
nance, wrote personally begging him to try to reconcile Mdivani 
and Ordzhonikidze. He added a postscript asking if he could be 
posted abroad as a relief from the political tensions of Tiflis, and 
his request was answered with an appointment as Soviet trade rep- 
resentative in Berlin. 

The Georgians pressed on with their campaign for separate 
treatment. In a telegram to Lenin they denounced Ordzhonikidze. 
But he reaffirmed the decision that Georgia must enter the 
U.S.S.R. as part of the Transcaucasian federation. Stalin was furi- 
ous with the Georgian leaders. On October 22 he sent a telegram 
to Ordzhonikidze: “We intend to put an end to the wrangle in 
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Georgia and to punish thoroughly the Georgian Central Commit- 
tee. . . . In my opinion we have to take a decisive line and expel 
any or all remnants of nationalism from the Central Committee. 
Did Lenin’s telegram come? He is furious and extremely unhappy 
with the Georgian nationalists.”" 

Lenin appeared, however, to be changing his position on the na- 
tionality question. He was, in fact, faced with a dilemma which he 
was unable to resolve. He had worked to establish a united party 
and a centralized state, but now he also wanted an exceptional po- 
sition, including a degree of self-government, for the minorities 
and special protection for them against Great Russian encroach- 
ment on their rights. The two demands were incompatible. 
Stalin recognized the contradictions inherent in his position. He 
himself had identified completely with Great Russian hegemony 
over the party and the government. He was now irritated by 
Lenin’s maneuvers to reconcile the irreconcilable. 

The Georgians continued their campaign, and the Georgian 
issue began to disturb the party leaders. Kamenev and Bukharin 
proposed the appointment of a commission of inquiry, and the 
Secretariat nominated as its chairman Dzerzhinsky, who always 
strongly opposed the principle of self-determination. But Lenin 
evidently had no confidence in the chairman or members of this 
commission, for he asked Rykov to make inquiries in Tiflis and re- 
port to him personally. 

An incident witnessed by Rykov in Tiflis and reported to Lenin 
infuriated him. Rykov was in Ordzhonikidze’s apartment, talking 
with A. Kobakhidze, one of Mdivani’s supporters. Ordzhonikidze 
came into the room, and, turning to him, Kobakhidze spoke 
about a white horse in Ordzhonikidze’s possession and virtually 
accused him of corruption. Ordzhonikidze was enraged by the in- 
sult and struck him across the face. According to Anastas Mi- 
koyan’s memoirs, published after Stalin’s death, the white horse 
was a gift from mountaineers, which Caucasian custom obliged 
him to accept. He had passed the horse to the official stables and 
trode it only on formal occasions. The accusation of corruption 
was unjustified and his quick-tempered reaction understandable.}# 

Lenin was incensed by the incident. He interpreted it as direct 
evidence that senior communist officials, carried away by Great 
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Russian arrogance, had not hesitated to humiliate a member of a 
national minority. He made no attempt to look into the circum- 
stances of Ordzhonikidze’s outburst. 

This and other incidents suggested that Lenin’s illness was 
affecting him mentally. He had become increasingly capricious 
and flew into rages over minor matters. A Politburo decision, 
made after he had withdrawn early from the session on December 
7, 1922, to allow Professor Nikolai Rozhkov to reside and study 
in Moscow, infuriated him. Rozhkov had been a Bolshevik, but in 
1917 he had joined the Mensheviks and had supported Kerensky’s 
government. He had since given up all political activity and de- 
voted himself to study. But he had incurred Lenin’s undying 
hatred. Lenin harassed the members of the Politburo until, for the 
sake of peace, they rescinded their decision and sent the unfortu- 
nate professor to Simbirsk. It is probable that his fury over this in- 
cident and over the Georgian conflict helped to bring on the two 
slight strokes he suffered on December 13 and 16, 1922. 

Within a few days, however, he was able to work for short 
spells. His special anxieties were to resolve the Georgian affair to 
his own satisfaction and, closely linked with it, to pursue his ven- 
detta against Stalin. At the end of December 1922 he dictated a 
“Memorandum on the National Question,” which was to be his 
last contribution on the subject: 


I am, it appears, much at fault before the workers of Russia for 
not having intervened with sufficient energy and incisiveness in 
the notorious question of “autonomization,” which is officially 
called, it seems, the question of the Union of the Soviet Socialist 
Republics... . It is said that we needed a single appara- 
tus. . . . Is not our apparatus the same Russian apparatus which 
was borrowed from tsarism and only barely anointed with the So- 
viet chrism? .. . 

In such circumstances, it is quite natural that “the freedom of 
exit from the Union” with which we justify ourselves, will prove 
to be nothing but a scrap of paper, incapable of defending the 
minorities in Russia from the inroads of that hundred per cent 
Russian chauvinist, in reality—the scoundrel and violator which 
the typical Russian is... . 

I think that here a fatal role was played by the hastiness and 
administrative passion of Stalin and also by his anger at the noto- 
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rious “social nationalism.” Anger in general plays in politics the 
worst possible role. 
I also fear that Comrade Dzerzhinsky, who journeyed to the 
Caucasus to “investigate the crimes of these social-nationals,” dis- 
tinguished himself in this matter only by his truly Russian atti- 
tude (it is known that assimilated non-Russians always go to ex- 
cess in the matter of hundred per cent Russian attitudes) and 
. that the objectivity of his whole commission is sufficiently charac- 
terized by the “beating” meted out by Ordzhonikidze. I think 
that no provocation, not even any offence can excuse such a Rus- 
sian “beating” and that Comrade Dzerzhinsky is irreparably 
guilty of having taken a lighthearted view of this beating.1% 


After making this thunderous assault on Russian chauvinism 
and on Stalin and others, however, he had only trivial remedies to 
propose. Communist officials should observe “codes of behaviour” 
in the borderlands; special protection should be extended to the 
languages and culture of the national minorities; party control 
over the apparatus should be strengthened. His chief proposal 
was that the union of the republics must be “retained and 
strengthened,” but that the republics should have independence 
except in military affairs and foreign policy. The memorandum 
could hardly be expected to gain Stalin’s support, for he was not 
a sycophant, ready to suppress his opinions in an attempt to re- 
gain Lenin’s favor. 





Li] 


Lenzin’s Last Months 


Lenin was expended physically and mentally. He had devoted his 
life to the single purpose of leading the socialist revolution in Rus- 
sia. His goal had seemed so remote that he had not expected to 
live to achieve it. Suddenly the war, the failure of Tsar Nicholas 
II and collapse of the old regime, and other factors had plunged 
Russia into revolution. He had seized power, but then had come 
the great shock. He had given long and eager thought to destroy- 
ing the tsarist regime, but only in general theoretical terms to the 
creation of a new order. His immediate concern was to prevent 
power from slipping from his hands, for power was his obsession. 
The next stage, which was to build the Soviet state, was beyond 
his strength and probably his ability. Stalin had both the strength 
and the ability and he was ready to shoulder this immense task. It 
was about this time that he first began to see himself leading the 
party and the country. 

Lenin had returned to Moscow in October 1922, intending to 
resume his role as leader. He had the Politburo’s meetings ar- 
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ranged to take place not more than once a week, each meeting 
limited to three hours and with an agenda distributed at least one 
day in advance. Still he was overtaxing himself. He had to rely on 
others to find out what was happening. He began to suspect that a 
cabal had developed within the party, directed against him. In the 
Politburo, Zinoviev and Kamenev sided with Stalin, and Trotsky 
was isolated. Wherever Lenin looked, Stalin or one of his nu- 
merous supporters was in contro]. Angry and frustrated by his own 
impotence, he turned more and more against Stalin. 

After the stroke on December 16, 1922, all who had worked 
closely with Lenin recognized that he would never again be able 
to undertake political responsibilities. He would struggle impa- 
tiently and with great courage to return to work, but he would 
have to husband his strength. At the same time the communist 
leaders were increasingly worried by the prospect of Lenin inter- 
fering in the affairs of party and government. He still had great 
prestige among the rank-and-file members and might try to under- 
mine the position of the leaders themselves. 

On December 24, 1922, Stalin, Kamenev, and Bukharin on be- 
half of the Politburo discussed with the doctors the regimen to be 
followed by Lenin. It was agreed that “Vladimir Ilyich has the 
right to dictate every day for five or ten minutes, but this can not 
have the character of correspondence, and Vladimir Ilyich may 
not expect to have any answers. He is forbidden [political] visi- 
tors. Friends and those around him may not inform him about po- 
litical affairs.”! Presumably these restraints were based on the 
opinions of the doctors, who wanted a calm routine for the in- 
valid, avoiding in particular political controversy which would ex- 
cite him. But it proved extremely difficult to enforce the restric- 
tions. Already Lenin had exacted greater freedom to dictate to his 
secretaries by threatening to refuse all co-operation with the doc- 
tors. But the restrictions reflected as well as the doctors’ concern 
the anxiety of the party leaders to prevent his ill-advised in- 
terference. 

The Politburo made Stalin responsible for liaison with the doc- 
tors and, in effect, keeping a watch on Lenin. It was an invidious 
task. Lenin was bound to resent his guardianship. His antagonism 
towards Stalin would intensify. It is surprising that Stalin, recog- 
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nizing these dangers, accepted the task thrust on him by his col- 
leagues. They did not want the responsibility themselves and were 
probably not reluctant to see Stalin exposed to these dangers. On 
at least one occasion he declared that he would no longer carry 
on, but was prevailed upon to continue. Presumably, too, he saw 
the advantages of keeping closely in touch with Lenin’s activities 
at this time. 

The journal of Lenin’s secretaries, kept between November 21, 
1922, and March 6, 1923, contained day by day the details of his 
work, visitors, and health, and after December 13 it recorded his 
smallest actions. Lenin, his right arm and leg paralyzed, was then 
confined to bed in his small apartment in the Kremlin, cut off 
from government business and, in fact, from the outside world. 
The doctors insisted that he should not be disturbed, and their or- 
ders were reinforced after December 24, 1922, by the Politburo’s 
instructions and Stalin’s supervision. 

Unable to relinquish the habits of power, Lenin struggled to ob- 
tain the papers he wanted, relying on his wife, Krupskaya, his 
sister, Maria Ilyichna, and three or four secretaries. He was 
obsessed with the idea that before death overtook him he must 
give positive instructions for the party to follow. Still he thought 
of himself as the leader without whom the party and the Soviet 
state could not survive. 

Working now against time and with a paranoiac conviction of 
his own infallibility, he could be dangerous. The communist 
leaders had this danger constantly in mind, and they feared even 
more that he would plot against them secretly. Indeed, Lenin 
managed to set up a private commission to investigate events in 
Georgia, which he himself referred to as his “conspiracy.” At the 
close of his life the old conspirator could not resist plotting and 
conniving, and even against his oldest colleagues. 

Stalin was undoubtedly worried. He suspected that Lenin was 
working on papers and conspiring against him. The difficulty was 
to penetrate the wall of secrecy surrounding the invalid. The situa- 
tion angered him and he could not always curb his temper. Learn- 
ing that Krupskaya had written a letter, dictated by Lenin, he 
phoned her, angrily threatening to have her prosecuted by the 
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Party Control Commission for disobeying the instructions of the 
Politburo. 

Krupskaya was deeply offended and complained to Kamenev. 
“Lev Borisovich,” she wrote indignantly, “Stalin subjected me to 
a storm of the coarsest abuse yesterday about a brief note that 
Lenin dictated to me with the permission of the doctors. I didn’t 
join the party yesterday. In the whole of these thirty years I have 
never heard a single coarse word from a comrade. The interests of 
the party and of Ilyich are no less dear to me than to Stalin. At 
the moment I need all the self control I can muster. I know better 
than all the doctors what can and what can not be said to Ilyich, 
for I know what disturbs him and what doesn’t and in any case I 
know this better than Stalin.”? 

Presumably Kamenev said something to Stalin about being 
more gentle in dealings with Lenin’s household. Stalin responded 
sharply that he would give up this impossible task and leave it to 
someone else to deal with these difficult people. He was persuaded 
to continue, and there were no further complaints. An entry by 
Fotyeva in the secretaries’ journal on January 30, 1923, recorded 
that “Stalin asked me if I was not saying too much to Vladimir 
Ilyich. How does he manage to keep informed about current busi- 
ness? For example, his article on the Workers’ and Peasants’ 
Inspection (Rabkrin) shows that he knew of certain circum- 
stances,” 

At this time Stalin was at work on the new constitution which 
he presented on December 30, 1922, to the foundation congress of 
the Soviets of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. It was, he 
declared, “a crucial day in the history of Soviet power.” In a short 
speech he claimed that during the past five years the regime had 
come through the period of wartime chaos and was now in the 
second period when it would deal with the economic chaos, and 
under the new constitution they had a united state organization 
and a new Russia which would tackle these problems. He had a 
positive approach to the immense tasks ahead and was sensitive to 
the criticism that the party was destructive rather than creative. 
“We communists are often abused for being incapable of build- 
ing. Let the history of the Soviet regime during the past five years 
of its existence bear witness to the fact that Communists also 
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know how to build . . . that Communists know as well how to 
build the new as they know how to destroy the old.”* 

By December 1922 Lenin must have realized finally that he 
would not be able to address the Twelfth Congress in March 
1923. But he could still exert influence from his sickbed. With re- 
markable determination he produced between December 23 and 
31 a series of notes on the future of the party, and on January 4, 
1923, he added a supplement. He also dictated on December 
30-31 a memorandum on the nationality question. 

The heading given to the notes by his secretary, Maria Volodi- 
cheva, was “Letter to the Congress,” for he intended that it would 
be circulated and read out to delegates. The document has be- 
come known as Lenin’s Testament. In addition he wrote during 
January and February 1923 five articles, which the majority of the 
Politburo tried to suppress. For a man gravely ill and in the 
shadow of death it was a heroic achievement. 

Much has been made of the Testament. It was not, however, an 
inspiring statement of the ideals and objectives of the Revolution, 
and was mischievous rather than constructive. It began with the 
statement that he would “strongly advise . . . several changes in 
our political system.” The purpose of these changes was to 
strengthen the party. The first threat was that the alliance of the 
workers and peasants, on which the regime depended, might break 
down, but this was improbable, for the NEP would promote their 
union. The greater danger would come from a split within the 
party hierarchy. To guard against this happening it was essential 
to strengthen the Central Committee by increasing its member- 
ship. The new members must be ordinary proletarians and not 
members of the party apparatus, who “have already formed noto- 
tious habits and biases against which we must fight resolutely.” 
These workers would have to be present at all meetings of the 
Politburo and to read all Politburo papers; by their presence they 
would add stability to the committee and make it possible to reor- 
ganize and improve the party apparatus. 

Throughout his career Lenin had insisted on the need for a 
small central body of dedicated professional revolutionaries in 
command. He had always worked on this basis, and the Politburo 
of five, later seven, members was his creation. As he well knew, his 
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proposal for an enlarged Central Committee, sitting in on all Polit- 
buro meetings, was a recipe for confusion and inefficiency. Indeed, 
had anyone seriously made such a proposal while he was in good 
health and leading the Party, he would have fought it tooth and 
nail. ; 

The danger of a split in the party lay mainly in the relations be- 
tween Stalin and Trotsky. Lenin wrote: 


Comrade Stalin, having become General Secretary, has concen- 
trated enormous power in his hands and I am not sure that he 
will always manage to use this power with sufficient caution. On 
the other hand, Comrade Trotsky . . . is distinguished not only 
by his exceptional capabilities—personally he is perhaps the most 
able man in the present Central Committee—but also by his too 
far-reaching self-confidence and excessive absorption in the purely 
administrative side of things. . . . 

I will not further characterize the other members of the Cen- 
tral Committee in terms of their personal qualities. I will only re- 
call that the October episode of Zinoviev and Kamenev was not, 
of course, accidental but it can just as little be held against them 
personally as the non-Bolshevism of Trotsky. 

Among the young members of the Central Committee, I want 
to say a few words about Bukharin and Pyatakov. . . . Bukharin 
is not only the most valuable and the best theoretician of the 
party, but is rightly considered the favourite of the whole party. 
But his theoretical views can only with great doubt be considered 
fully Marxist. . . . 

And then Pyatakov is a man of indubitably outstanding will 
and outstanding capabilities, but too carried away by. . . the ad- 
ministrative side of things to be depended on in a serious politi- 
cal question. . . 5 


In preparing these notes for presentation to the Congress, 
Lenin might have shown concer to strengthen their loyalty to 
the party and to each other. It was evident, however, that he in- 
tended, more by innuendo than direct statement, to damage their 
Standing and to sow discord among them. He never forgot or for- 
gave, and was vindictive. Thus he mentioned Zinoviev and 
Kamenev only to remind the party that they had been too faint- 
hearted or cautious to support the seizure of power in October 
1917. In the most general terms he praised Trotsky, and then re- 
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called that he had stood apart from the Bolsheviks and had joined 
the party late, so that in effect he was a newcomer. He described 
Bukharin and Pyatakov, who was not a member of the Politburo, 
in a way suggesting that there would be great risk in entrusting 
them with high authority. Here as elsewhere in the “Testament” 
the meaning of the phrase “the administrative side of things” 
was far from clear. Rykov and Mikhail Tomsky, two old Bolsheviks 
and both full members of the Politburo, were not even mentioned. 
Lenin’s motives in thus describing the men who would, he knew, 
lead the party in future contained elements of spite and jealousy. 

Stalin emerged in the best light. He had done nothing to be- 
smirch his party record. The only query was whether he could 
show good judgment in wielding the vast powers in his hands. 

Then suddenly Lenin changed his mind: Stalin must be re- 
placed. On January 4, 1923, Lenin dictated an addendum to his 
notes, condemning Stalin and proposing his removal from the 
post of General Secretary: 


Stalin is too coarse and this fault, fully tolerable in our midst 
and in the relations among us communists, becomes intolerable 
in the office of General Secretary. Therefore I propose to the 
comrades that they devise a way of shifting Stalin from his posi- 
tion and appointing to it another man who in all respects falls on 
the other side of the scale from Stalin, namely more tolerant, 
more loyal, more polite and more considerate of comrades, less 
capricious etc. This circumstance may seem an insignificant trifle. 
But I think that from the point of view of what I have written 
above about the relation between Stalin and Trotsky, this is no 
trifle, or it is a trifle that may take on decisive significance.® 


The immediate cause of this outburst was presumably Stalin’s 
rudeness to Krupskaya twelve days earlier. She had turned to Ka- 
menev, not wishing to upset her husband, but he leamed about 
the incident somehow, probably through Fotyeva. He dictated the 
note in anger, but, as his wording showed, he recognized that to 
propose the removal of one of the most senior and able Bolsheviks 
in the party merely for rudeness was unlikely to get support. In a 
country brutalized by civil war, famine, and other indescribable 
hardships, manners were an early casualty. Moreover, in his politi- 
cal invective, his promotion of terror, his extreme personal intoler- 
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ance, and other ways, Lenin himself had done nothing to halt the 
demise of courtesy. Indeed, he had emphasized that a revolu- 
tionary must be prepared to “crawl on his belly in the mud” to 
further the cause. Stalin was hard and ruthless and he got things 
done. He could be brusque, rude, and outspoken, and he had a vi- 
cious temper, but he was exceedingly able and loyal to the party. 
Lenin himself had accepted his coarse manners in the past and 
had welcomed them as evidence that he was not a member of the 
intelligentsia, the class he hated, but a man of the people. 

Once he had turned against Stalin, Lenin brooded constantly 
on ways in which he could damage or destroy him politically. This 
personal vendetta, more than noble thoughts about the future of 
the party, was probably paramount in his mind during his last 
months of partial activity. Concerned that his indictment of 
Stalin on grounds of his rudeness would hardly shatter the 
confidence and respect he commanded, Lenin decided to attack 
his record as head of Rabkrin, a post from which Stalin had 
resigned only on his appointment in April (1922) as General Secre- 
tary, and his handling of Georgian affairs. 

In an article, dictated in January (1923) and entitled “How 
We Should Reorganize Rabkrin (A Proposal to the Twelfth Party 
Congress),” Lenin mounted a campaign against bureaucracy, 
holding up Rabkrin as a warning of its dangers. Rabkrin should be 
reorganized by the reduction of its staff to three or four hundred 
carefully chosen and experienced workers, and it should be 
merged with the party’s Central Control Commission. Moreover, 
selected members of the administrative and even of the secretarial 
staff would have the rights and duties of members of the Central 
Committee, including even the right to see the papers of the 
Politburo and attend its meetings. He asserted that this reor- 
ganization would minimize the dangers of “purely personal and 
fortuitous circumstances” and presumably of a split in the leader- 
ship. This new enlarged body would carry out general supervision 
“irrespective of persons involved” and no one’s authority, “neither 
that of the General Secretary nor that of any other member of the 
Central Committee,” should be allowed to hinder or prevent their 
inspections. 

Thus the Politburo, the inner cabinet of the party, should meet 
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in future, observed and supervised by the presence of fifty to a 
hundred members of the Central Committee and also by an un- 
specified number of employees, including secretarial staff, of the 
amalgamated Rabkrin—Central Control Commission. At the same 
time everyone and especially those in authority would be under 
the constant threat of investigation. It was not a proposal to be 
taken seriously. But Lenin was serious. He was stating, in effect, 
that in his absence no one could be trusted to exercise his power or 
leadership, and that to this end all decision-making machinery 
must be so tightly interlocked and supervised as to make it im- 
possible. 

The second article, “Better Less but Better,” dictated early in 
February 1923, contained a scarcely veiled denunciation of Stalin. 
“Let us speak bluntly. The Commissariat of Rabkrin does not 
now enjoy a shade of authority. Everyone knows that a worse-or- 
ganized institution than our Rabkrin does not exist and that 
under present conditions nothing can be expected from this 
Kommissariat.”" The criticism was overstated and unreasonable. 
Everyone knew that Rabkrin was neither better nor worse than 
other Soviet kommissariats, which had been hurriedly set up with 
staff who were confused by unaccustomed responsibilities. 

Although he finished it on February 7, 1923, Lenin did not 
revise this article finally until March 2. The delay may have been 
due to efforts to prevent its publication. According to Trotsky, 
Bukharin, as editor of Pravda, was reluctant to publish it. Krup- 
skaya appealed to Trotsky, who requested a special meeting of the 
Politburo. Stalin, Molotov, Kuibyshev, Rykov, Kalinin, and Bu- 
kharin opposed publication. Kuibyshev even suggested making up 
one special copy of Pravda, containing the article, to mollify 
Lenin. Trotsky and Bukharin insisted, however, that an article by 
Lenin simply could not be suppressed, and this argument was re- 
luctantly accepted.® The article was published on March 4, 1923. 
It aroused no special interest. 

On the following day, March 5, Lenin dictated a short letter to 
Trotsky and one to Stalin. The letter to Trotsky read: 


Respected Comrade Trotsky. I would very much like to ask 
you to take upon yourself the defence of the Georgian case in the 
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Central Committee of the Party. The matter is now being “pros- 
ecuted” by Stalin and Dzerzhinsky on whose objectivity I cannot 
rely. Quite on the contrary. If you agree to assume responsibility 
for the defence, I shall be at ease. If for some reason you do not 
agree to do so, please return the materials to me. I shall consider 
this a sign of your refusal. With best comradely greetings. 
Lenin.® 


The memorandum of December 30-31, 1923, was enclosed with 
the letter. 

Trotsky rejected Lenin’s request by returning the memoran- 
dum. Before doing so, however, he secretly made a copy intending 
no doubt to make use of it when a suitable occasion arose. When 
Lenin’s secretary, Volodicheva, phoned him to get an explicit 
reply, Trotsky said that he could not accept the task because of 
poor health. The incident showed Trotsky as devious and ignoble. 
Clearly he was afraid of coming into direct conflict with Stalin. 
He was isolated and would have had little chance of succeeding in 
the Central Committee, even though he was promoting Lenin’s 
case. Evidently Lenin was eager to promote such a conflict 


notwithstanding his anxiety, expressed in his “Letter to the 
Congress,” about preserving party unity. 
The letter to Stalin was curt and threatening: 


Respected Comrade Stalin. You had the rudeness to summon 
my wife to the telephone and reprimand her. Although she ex- 
pressed her willingness to forget what was said, Zinoviev and 
Kameney heard about it from her. I do not intend to forget so 
easily what was done against me, and I need not stress that I con- 
sider what is done against my wife is done against me also. I ask 
therefore that you weigh carefully whether you are agreeable to 
retract what you said and to apologize or whether you prefer to 
sever relations between us. Lenin!°® 


The letter was marked “Strictly secret” and “Personal,” but 
copies were sent to Zinoviev and Kamenev. Lenin had asked his 
secretary to take the letter personally to Stalin and to wait for his 
teply, But then he delayed until Krupskaya had read it. She was so 
alarmed that she begged Volodicheva not to deliver it. But Volo- 
dicheva felt she could not disobey Lenin and took the letter to 

















180 Stalin 


Stalin on March 7, 1923. He wrote an immediate apology, but the 
wording is not known."! 

The reason for Lenin’s ultimatum to Stalin is difficult to under- 
stand. Almost certainly he learned of the incident of Stalin’s rude- 
ness to Krupskaya soon after it happened, and had added the 
postscript to his notes. The reason for his writing in this spleenful 
vein two months later is not known. Possibly some subsequent in- 
cident sparked off his anger, and he was ready to misinterpret and 
take offense at anything Stalin did at this time. 

To Stalin the letter from the leader of the party with whom he 
had worked closely for so many years, and for whom he had felt 
both respect and affection, was probably personally distressing, 
but it hardly threatened him politically. He had been carrying out 
the function of guardian of the invalid at the request of the Polit- 
buro. Krupskaya was known to be a fussy woman, possessive about 
her husband, and the fact that Stalin had been angry with her 
would not have caused undue surprise among old Bolsheviks. Al- 
though he did not feel apologetic, Stalin at once wrote an apol- 
ogy, for it was the only thing to do.}? 

On March 10, 1923, Lenin suffered a massive stroke which com- 
pletely paralyzed his right side and deprived him of speech. He 
took no further part in politics. 

Trotsky remained silent about his copy of Lenin’s memoran- 
dum on the nationality question. At a meeting of the Politburo 
on March 28, 1923, he criticized Ordzhonikidze and proposed his 
recall from the Caucasus. But he did not refer to the memoran- 
dum. On April 16, 1923, on the eve of the Twelfth Party 
Congress, Fotyeva, Lenin’s secretary, wrote to Kamenev, chairman 
of the Politburo, about it and Lenin’s appeal to Trotsky to pre- 
sent his views. Stalin knew that the memorandum would be criti- 
cal of his handling of Georgian affairs, and he might have been ex- 
pected to seek some understanding with Trotsky. But he brought 
the matter into the open, writing to all members of the Central 
Committee, indicting Trotsky for keeping Lenin’s notes secret for 
over a month and making them known only one day before the 
opening of the congress. 

Trotsky was now on the defensive. He explained that he had 
copied the memorandum because he was writing an article for 
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Pravda and he wanted to comment on Stalin’s nationality policy. 
He said also that he had been reluctant to release the memoran- 
dum in view of its critical comments on three members of the 
Central Committee. His explanation was unconvincing. He never- 
theless went on to ask that the Central Committee endorse his 
conduct as correct. 

The incident, showing him in such poor light, made him un- 
easy. On April 18, 1923, he wrote to Stalin, stating that on the 
previous day Stalin had undertaken to write to members of the 
committee, confirming that Trotsky had behaved properly. No let- 
ter had been sent. He threatened that, if this was not done, he 
would ask for a special commission to clear his name. The threat 
was unlikely to disturb Stalin, but he evidently decided to save 
Trotsky further embarrassment at this stage. On his instigation 
the Central Committee recorded that the memorandum had been 
delayed “not because of dereliction on the part of any member of 
the Central Committee, but because of Lenin’s directives and the 
course of his illness.”18 The Central Committee statement also de- 
clared that Lenin had been misinformed about the ill treatment 
and humiliation of national minorities, but being confined to his 
sickbed he had believed this information and naturally had ex- 
pressed anger. The statement and the memorandum were shown 
only to heads of delegations. 

The Twelfth Party Congress, which met from April 15 to 17, 
1923, was a major success for Stalin. He deflected Lenin’s criti- 
cisms skillfully and handled the problems of the national minori- 
ties with authority. At the same time he advanced his own policies 
in such a way as to increase his appeal as a leader of moderation 
and ability and of unimpeachable orthodoxy. 

One of the main subjects discussed was the organization of the 
Central Committee and of Rabkrin and the Central Control 
Commission. Stalin promoted Lenin’s proposals to enlarge the 
Central Committee and to increase its control, over the Politburo. 
This allowed him to strengthen his own position. Of the seven 
members of the Politburo, elected after the previous Congress, 
Lenin had been removed by illness, Trotsky was isolated, and 
Tomsky had no influence. Stalin depended on the support of 
Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Rykov, and they were uneasy allies. Of 
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the Central Committee’s twenty-seven members, fifteen were Zin- 
oviev’s supporters. By increasing the committee’s membership to 
forty members and nineteen candidates, which, as he emphasized, 
was in accordance with Lenin’s proposals, he was able to bring in 
party officials whom he had promoted and who were his sup- 
porters. The changes in Rabkrin and the Central Control Com- 
mission, which were merged, also allowed him to bring in party 
workers whom he could trust. In both bodies and at plenary meet- 
ings when the enlarged Central Committee and the commission 
debated and voted together, he could be sure of majority support. 
Lenin had, of course, emphasized that the new members of these 
organs must be workers and not members of the party apparatus 
with their “notorious habits and biases,” but this part of his pro- 
posal was ignored. 

The Congress accepted these changes without real opposition. 
A few voices were raised against the suppression of criticism and 
the decline of party democracy, and the continued practice of ap- 
pointing instead of electing party officials. Zinoviev, who already 
saw himself as the leader in succession to Lenin, responded to 
such criticisms with bombast. He warned oppositionists to watch 
their step, threatening that the party might well act against them 
as it had acted against the Mensheviks and the Socialist Revolu- 
tionaries, 

In contrast with Zinoviev’s bluster, Stalin responded with an ap- 
pearance of good-humored common sense. Did the pleas for more 
democracy mean that crucial decisions should be made not by the 
Politburo, but on the basis of discussions in twenty thousand pri- 
mary party committees? All would recognize that it was essential 
that decisions could be made swiftly and with secrecy, and he 
warmed: “You must remember that you are surrounded by ene- 
mies. Salvation may be in the ability to strike a sudden blow, to 
execute an unexpected maneuver with speed.” 

He answered other criticisms with the same dexterity, deflecting 
the main points or reducing them to absurdity. Freedom of 
speech and of criticism were well protected, he declared, as all del- 
egates could hear with their own ears at the Congress. He spoke, 
too, of the need for new blood in the governing organs of the 
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party. A department of instruction was needed in the Secretariat. 
It could train two or three hundred workers who could be distrib- 
uted to assist local committees. His remarks sounded so reasona- 
ble that no one hearing him could doubt that he was opposed to 
power being vested in a few hands. “We need men with an inde- 
pendent viewpoint on the Central Committee, independent to be 
sure not from Leninism, not from the party line, no, God save us 
from that, but free from personal cliques, from those habits and 
traditions of strife within the Central Committee, which have 
caught on, alas, and which alarm us so much at times.”25 

On the thomy question of the nationalities Stalin was at his 
most skillful. He had to recognize that the strictures, especially 
against himself, in Lenin’s memorandum were widely known 
among the delegates. When the memorandum was mentioned, he 
evaded its comments, saying that he would not quote from 
“teacher Lenin” in case he misquoted him. He added that he 
deeply regretted that Lenin could not be with them at the 
Congress. It was a bold performance which left critics non- 
plussed. 

In explaining his own approach, however, Stalin was forthright 
and he made it plain that he could not follow Lenin’s theses: 


For us, as communists, it is clear that the basis of all our work 
is the work of strengthening the rule of the workers, and only 
after this comes the question—an important question, but subor- 
dinated to the first—the national question. We are told that one 
should not offend the nationalities. This is entirely correct. I 
agree with this—they should not be offended. But to create from 
this a new theory that it is necessary to place the Great Russian 
proletariat in a position of inferiority in regard to the once 
oppressed nations is an absurdity. That which Comrade Lenin 
uses as a metaphor in his well-known article, Bukharin transforms 
into a whole slogan. It is clear, however, that the political basis of 
the proletarian dictatorship is in the first place and above all in 
the central industrial regions and not in the borderlands, which 
Tepresent peasant countries. If we should lean too far in the di- 
rection of the peasant borderlands at the expense of the prole- 
tarian region, then a crack may develop in the system of prole- 
tarian dictatorship. This, Comrades, is dangerous.1® 
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Stalin then referred to Lenin’s earlier writings on the subject, 
emphasizing the unity and supremacy of the party, the hegemony 
of the industrial proletariat over the peasantry, and the priority of 
the class over the national principle. All delegates appreciated that 
in speaking of the hegemony of the “proletarian region” he meant 
the hegemony of Great Russia. Adroitly he drew attention to the 
inconsistencies of Lenin’s new thesis on the nationalities. At the 
same time by basing his arguments on the fundamental dogma of 
the party he outmaneuvered the opposition, since to attack his 
policy they would have to challenge the dogma, which was unthink- 
able. They criticized the practical application of the policy, 
complaining of injustice and discrimination suffered in the bor- 
derlands, but in effect conceded the basic correctness of Stalin’s 
policies. The congress thus rejected Lenin’s proposals, vindicated 
Stalin, and endorsed his policy of Russian hegemony. 

Trotsky took no part in the discussions on the nationality ques- 
tion, pleading that he had to prepare his report on industrial 
affairs. It was a brilliant report and at its conclusion he received a 
standing ovation. The country was facing an economic crisis and 
Trotsky’s dramatic presentation of what he called the “scissors cri- 
sis” was convincing to the delegates. 

Economic policy was beginning to dominate discussion in the 
party meetings. Trotsky’s theses proposing more effective planning 
were endorsed by the Congress and then forgotten. The need for 
capital for industrial development was the pressing concern. Zino- 
viev had declared that foreign trade and loans in the forms of con- 
cessions would yield the necessary capital, but few shared his opti- 
mism. Stalin, Kamenev, Zinoviev, and Bukharin were agreed that 
everything must be done to promote the prosperity of the peas- 
ants, for their purchasing power would generate capital. Another 
view, strongly argued by Preobrazhensky, made heavy industry the 
first priority. This argument appealed to members who were criti- 
cal of NEP because it favored the peasants at the expense of the 
workers. He proposed compulsory savings as the means of extract- 
ing capital from the peasants to develop heavy industry. Trotsky 
largely supported this position, taking a stand, like Preobra- 
zhensky, on the dogma that “only the development of industry 
creates an unshakeable foundation for the dictatorship of the pro- 
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letariat.”17 This was the start of a debate which continued until 
the end of 1927. 

The Twelfth Congress had given an impression of party unity, 
but this was deceptive. The decline of party democracy and the 
dictatorial rule of the top party bureaucrats were still sources of 
strong resentment, and economic problems were arousing angry 
debate. At the time of the Congress, however, most members re- 
strained themselves in the interest of party unity, for a Menshevik 
and two communist underground movements, the Workers’ 
Truth and the Workers’ Group, were active. They succeeded in 
organizing strikes during the summer, but in September 1922 the 
GPU, as the Cheka had been renamed, eradicated them. 

Against this unsettled background the struggle for power be- 
tween the party leaders was delayed. The alliance of Stalin and 
Zinoviev continued but it was fragile. Zinoviev was uneasy, espe- 
cially after Stalin had managed to pack the Central Committee 
with his own supporters. At a meeting of a group of party leaders 
in the Caucasus Zinoviev spoke of the need to guard against the 
Secretariat becoming too powerful. When Stalin learned of this 
speech he at once offered to resign. The offer was refused, for they 
could not manage without him. An agreement was reached, how- 
ever, whereby Trotsky, Zinoviev, and Bukharin would serve in the 
Orgburo, where they could exercise some supervision over the Sec- 
retariat. But this experiment served no purpose. All three were, 
strangely enough, unfamiliar with the working of the party appa- 
ratus; they made no attempt to interfere and soon stopped attend- 
ing Orgburo meetings.18 

Suddenly on October 5, 1922, Trotsky joined battle with the 
party leaders. He wrote to the Central Committee and to the 
Central Control Commission strongly criticizing the Secretariat 
for causing unrest in the party, and declared his intention of 
making his views on this and other causes of discontent known to 
all members. A week later, probably encouraged by Trotsky’s chal- 
lenge, the Declaration of the Forty-six was sent to the Politburo. 
It condemned “the inadequacy of the leadership” in coping with 
the economic crisis and criticized the “completely intolerable” 
management of the party. The majority of the forty-six belonged 
to the left wing of the party and were engaged in the higher eco- 
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nomic organs of the state. Moreover, they had been aligned with 
Trotsky in the past and, although not directly connected, the two 
challenges were considered together. 

A joint Plenum of the Central Committee and the Central 
Control Commission was convened at the end of October 1922. 
Stalin handled the matter. A resolution, passed by a large major- 
ity, censured Trotsky for making a “grave political mistake” and 
condemned the Declaration of the Forty-six as a “factional” 
move, endangering the unity of the party.?® It was, however, a seri- 
ous challenge, which could not be brushed aside by a censure reso- 
lution. Stalin readily agreed that there was need to develop de- 
mocracy in the party. The Central Committee called for free 
discussion of the subject, and throughout the country during No- 
vember 1922 party organizations and local newspapers debated it. 
This national debate culminated on December 5 in a Politburo 
resolution drafted by Stalin, Trotsky, and Kamenev, which ac- 
knowledged the demand to make the party more democratic and 
appeared to meet the criticisms advanced by the opposition. 

Stalin, like Lenin, had no real confidence in democratic 
methods and no intention of introducing them in this early for- 
mative stage of the party’s development. He explained his views 
frankly to delegates to the Thirteenth Party Congress. “I say only 
this, that there clearly cannot be developed democracy, full democ- 
racy . . . some comrades and organisations make a fetish of the 
democratic question, treating it as something absolute, outside 
time and space. I want to say to them that democracy is not some- 
thing fixed for all times and conditions, for there are times when 
there is no possibility or sense in introducing democracy.” He 
went on to explain the essential conditions for full democracy: a 
developed industry and economy, a working class raised in quality 
and culture, and military strength, securing the country against at- 
tack by foreign powers. The party had to overcome many obsta- 
cles before it could attain these conditions.*° 

Trotsky had helped in drafting the Politburo resolution of De- 
cember 5 and all believed that it had his full support. It was of 
crucial importance because it seemed to resolve the internal party 
crisis and the threatened split in the leadership. There was general 
astonishment and alarm when three days later he published a let- 
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ter in Pravda headed “The New Course.” The letter, while ap- 
pearing to endorse the terms of the resolution, was in effect a 
renewed attack on the party apparatus and the powerful secre- 
taries. The party itself, he stated, must bring the apparatus under 
its control and develop truly democratic methods. It sounded 
well, but was unrealistic. Moreover Trotsky himself was known for 
his autocratic ways. His pleas for more democracy did not ring 
true, and members recognized that he was using it as a weapon 
against the party leaders. His attack was bound to fail, especially 
against Stalin. 

Trotsky’s letter was widely discussed, and at the Thirteenth 
Party Conference, meeting from January 16 to 18, 1924, he and 
the opposition group were condemned by an overwhelming major- 
ity. Stalin mounted a devastating attack against them. He also 
caused a sensation by quoting a secret clause from a resolution of 
the Tenth Party Congress concerning expulsion from the party for 
factional activity, and he asked the conference to reaffirm this 
clause. He threatened “decisive measures” against those who cir- 
culated “forbidden documents.” The economic policy endorsed in 
the resolution laid emphasis not on heavy industry, as proposed by 
the left-wing group, but on the promotion of agricultural prosper- 
ity and on price controls. Trotsky and the forty-six were defeated 
and warned. 

Since his stroke in March (1923) Lenin, unable to speak or 
write, had been removed from politics. Throughout these months 
he was fully rational, but helpless. On January 19 and 20, 1924, 
Krupskaya read aloud to him the Pravda reports of the Thirteenth 
Party Conference. She noticed that he became excited. He had a 
further stroke on the moming of January 21 and died in the eve- 
ning.?4 
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Lenin's Testament 


On the evening of January 21, 1924, Stalin, Zinoviev, Bukharin, 
Kamenev, Kalinin, and Tomsky drove in sledges through the 
freezing night to Gorki. Lenin’s body lay on a table around which 
fir branches had been banked. They paid their respects to the 
dead leader and then hastened back to Moscow to attend a formal 
meeting of the Central Committee. Two days later they returned 
to Gorki to escort the body to Moscow. There it lay in the Hall of 
Columns, known now as the House of the Trade Unions. During 
the following four days people lined up for hours in the icy cold 
of the exceptionally severe winter of 1924 and more than 700,000 
people filed past the bier, paying their last respects just as their 
forebears had done in other years when the Tsars had lain in 
state. 

An extraordinary wave of emotion swept through the country. 
The deep religious feeling of the Russians found expression in 
their threnodies and spontaneously the cult of Lenin was born.t 
Among the hundreds of delegates gathered for the Congress of So- 
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viets there was mass weeping after Kalinin had announced the 
news of Lenin’s death. A spate of decrees from the Central Com- 
mittee reflected the popular mood. The anniversary of his death 
would be observed as a day of mourning; Petrograd was renamed 
Leningrad; the “Lenin Institute” was established to produce edi- 
tions of his writings in all languages of the world; monuments to 
Lenin were to be raised in Moscow and other cities. The most re- 
markable, and to some Bolsheviks bizarre and distressing, decision 
was that Lenin’s body should be embalmed and displayed under 
glass in a mausoleum by the wall of the Kremlin on Red Square. 
People unable to attend the funeral would be able to pay their re- 
spects and future generations could come as pilgrims to gaze upon 
their leader.? 

On January 24, 1924, Pravda in the first issue to appear since 
Lenin’s death published an article entitled “The Orphaned Ones” 
by Bukharin. The title like the content of the article was wholly 
Russian in spirit, for on the death of the Tsar, especially if there 
was doubt about the succession, the cry of the people was always 
that, forsaken by their “little father,” they were like orphans. 

Bukharin’s article was a deeply emotional eulogy. “Comrade 
Lenin was first of all a leader . . . a leader such as history presents 
to humanity once in hundreds of years. . . . He was the greatest 
organiser of the masses. . . . It would hardly be possible in all his- 
tory to find another leader so loved by his comrades-in-arms. All of 
them felt a special feeling for Lenin. Their feeling for him was 
precisely one of love.” 

Trotsky was in the Caucasus and did not attend the funeral.® 
He sent a short article by telegram, which was published in 
Pravda. It expressed the same fervent idolatry. “The Party is or- 
phaned,” it read. “The working class is orphaned. Just this is the 
feeling aroused by the news of the death of our teacher and 
leader.” 

A proclamation from the Central Committee intoned elevated 
sentiments about the leader of world communism, the love and 
Pride of the international proletariat. “But,” it concluded with 
Strong religious undertones, “his physical death is not the death of 
his cause. In the soul of every member of our party there is a 
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small part of Lenin. Our whole communist family is a collective 
embodiment of Lenin.” 

The most striking and for the mass of Russians the most inspir- 
ing valediction came in the speech delivered by Stalin to the Sec- 
ond All-Union Congress of Soviets on January 26, 1924, and pub- 
lished in Pravda four days later.* It took the form of an oath of 
loyalty and service to the party of Lenin and, although communist 
in terminology, it was Orthodox in spirit, evoking the repetitions 
and rhythms of the liturgy. Instinctively he reverted to the forms 
of the Orthodox Church when he needed to express his deepest 
faith. Although it was an exhortation to the hundreds of delegates 
assembled at the Congress and to the people as a whole, it was 
also for him, like a coronation oath, a statement of personal dedi- 
cation. To the Jewish party leaders for whom the Orthodox lit- 
urgy was alien, his speech sounded theatrical and false. But to 
all other members, notwithstanding their commitment to the 
atheism of Marxist dogma, and to the masses outside the party, 
the poetry and music of the Orthodox service had been part of 
their lives and unforgettable and they responded to his oration. 


“Comrades! We Communists are people of a special kind. We 
have been cut from special material. We are the ones who form 
the army of the great proletarian strategist, the army of Comrade 
Lenin. There is nothing higher than the honour of belonging to 
this army. There is nothing higher than the title of membership 
of the party of which Comrade Lenin was the founder and 
leader. Not to everyone is given the honour of being a member of 
such a party. Not to everyone is it given to endure the adversities 
and tempests involved in membership of such a party. Sons of 
the working class, sons of deprivation and struggle, sons of in- 
credible hardships and heroic endeavours—these above all others 
must be the members of such a party. . 

“Going from us, Comrade Lenin bequeathed to us the duty of 
holding high and keeping pure the great title of member of the 
party. We swear to thee, Comrade Lenin, that we will with 
honour fulfil thy command! .. . 

“Going from us Comrade Lenin bequeathed to us the duty of 
maintaining the unity of our party as the apple of our eye. We 
swear to thee, Comrade Lenin, that we will with honour fulfil 
thy command! . . . Going from us Comrade Lenin bequeathed 
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to us the duty of preserving and strengthening the dictatorship of 
the proletariat. We swear to thee, Comrade Lenin, that we will 
not spare our strength in order to fulfil with honour thy com- 
mand!” 


He solemnly intoned further oaths, using the same formula, 
impressing on his audience and on the people as a whole these un- 
dertakings of sacred duty. 

Close associates who knew about Lenin’s hostility towards 
Stalin during the last months of his life may have questioned the 
sincerity of this valediction. But he was wholly sincere in his dedi- 
cation to the party and to Lenin’s heritage. For Lenin the inter- 
preter of Marx, the leader who had created the party and had 
seized power, he had deep respect. But Lenin, at times an inept 
politician who could be influenced by Georgian nationalists, exas- 
perated him. 

Stalin must have felt surprised and hurt by Lenin’s behavior 
during the last months. As yet he knew nothing of the testament 
which was still held secret, but he had been made aware of 
Lenin’s personal hostility. He had served Lenin and the Bolshevik 
cause loyally for twenty years; he had worked closely with him as a 
member of the Central Committee for ten years. On occasions he 
had expressed disagreement, and during the Civil War when they 
had been under unbearable pressures, he had shown bad temper, 
as had Trotsky and others. Lenin had uttered no recriminations. 
Their relationship had always been based on trust and devotion to 
the cause, and he had never conspired to displace him or to under- 
mine his authority. The reward for this loyalty was a vicious cam- 
paign to destroy his position in the party. Stalin can only have 
Seen it as a terrible betrayal. Certainly he did not respond then or 
later with hostility or resentment. In fact his attitude towards 
Lenin was accurately expressed in his lecture to the Kremlin Mili- 
tary Academy on January 28, 1924.° Although carefully contrived 
to show him as the natural successor, this speech had laid stress 
On the qualities of the great leader, “the mountain eagle.” The 
Lenin who had tumed on him had been an ill and dying man. 
Nevertheless, Stalin had a tenacious memory, and this betrayal by 
his old leader probably contributed to the cancerous growth of 
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suspicion and mistrust of others, which was to contort his outlook 
in the years to come, 

The cult rapidly grew more pervasive and powerful in the 
months after Lenin’s death. By 1929 a granite mausoleum con- 
taining his figure under glass had been completed on the Red 
Square and had become a place of pilgrimage, the religious center 
of Soviet Russia. Portraits, busts, and statues were inescapable in 
every part of the country. Schools, halls of rest and culture, librar- 
ies, and other establishments all had their “Lenin comer.” In 
primitive peasant huts far from the cities a print or newspaper 
portrait of Lenin might be seen in place of or even alongside the 
traditional ikon. His writings as well as poems, hymns of praise, 
and worshipful studies poured from the printing presses. Lenin 
was the new deity; his every word was sacrosanct; his name was 
the compelling symbol of the unity of Soviet Russia. 

Among the party leaders the Westernized Bolsheviks, including 
Trotsky, had written in terms of hero worship of the dead leader. 
They felt the same dedication to Lenin’s party as the simple rank- 
and-file members. But in supporting the cult they had been 
moved, too, by practical considerations. The popular worship of 
Lenin would strengthen the party. 

Stalin has often been held responsible for launching and pro- 
moting the cult, but, as already stated, it developed as a sponta- 
neous expression of popular feeling. It was a feeling which he un- 
derstood and shared. The Orthodox teachings of childhood and in 
the Tiflis Seminary had taken deep ineradicable root. He was not 
religious in any conventional sense, but he was not truly an athe- 
ist. He had referred to the “god of history” and believed in des- 
tiny or fate. There was, in fact, a strong religious element in his 
Bolshevism and in his intense feeling for Russia. 

The Central Committee met usually only every second month. 
The Politburo—and this meant the troika of Zinoviev, Kamenev, 
and Stalin—continued to wield power, as during Lenin’s illness. 
No one as yet made any open move to assume the leadership. It 
would have appeared arrant presumption for any individual to 
step into the shoes of the great Lenin. In any case, collective rule 
had always been held up as the party’s ideal. Tensions were, how- 
ever, mounting between the leaders. Zinoviev took for granted 
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that, as Lenin’s lieutenant for many years and as head of the 
Comintern, he was the logical successor. He was a big man, ex- 
tremely able, and a brilliant orator, but fat and soft in physique 
and character, and given to bluster. Kamenev, bearded, handsome, 
and dignified, was also able, and, except when carried away by 
anger, milder in temperament than Zinoviev, whom he supported 
closely. Rykov, the old Bolshevik who had followed Lenin as 
chairman of the Council of Kommissars, was a likable man, re- 
spected throughout the party, but he lacked a forceful personality 
and no one thought of him as a potential leader. At this time 
Zinoviev with Kamenev as his shadow seemed the most probable 
successor. 

Trotsky was the outsider. It was held against him that he was 
not an old Bolshevik but a recent member of the party. This 
would have mattered far less if he had not been so disliked and 
feared personally by all, with only a few exceptions, who had had 
direct contact with him. His great ability was recognized, as was 
also the danger that he would spread discord and strife through- 
out the party by his highhanded methods. Discussing the prece- 
dents of the French Revolution—a favorite preoccupation of Rus- 
sian revolutionaries—they saw Trotsky as a possible Bonaparte 
who in his personal passion for power would destroy the revolu- 
tion. Fear of Trotsky had brought Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Stalin 
together, and now it held them from breaking apart. 

Stalin did not appear to be a contender. Unobtrusive, quiet, 
modest, he was plainly the party worker who attended to the es- 
sential tasks of administration and organization. But he was al- 
ways accessible to members and officials, listening patiently to 
their problems and complaints. Boris Bazhanov, a former ofhcial 
on the staff of the Central Committee who claimed to have been 
Stalin’s personal secretary, described him standing in a comer, 
puffing his pipe, listening for an hour or more while an agitated 
provincial secretary or ordinary party member poured out his trou- 
bles. His patience was unlimited and, although he rarely commit- 
ted himself, he earned the gratitude of many members in this way. 
He was always reticent, a man of few words who kept his own 
counsel. Bazhanov wrote that “he did not confide his innermost 
thoughts to anybody. Only very rarely did he share his ideas and 
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impressions with his closest associates. He possessed in a high de- 
gree the gift for silence and in this respect he was unique in a 
country where everybody talked far too much.”? 

In the Civil War he had bome heavy responsibilities and had 
faced dangers in a way that had brought him credit throughout 
the party. He had dispensed summary justice when necessary and 
had shown that he could be ruthless, but he had not shown the 
brutality for which Voroshilov, Budénny, and others were notori- 
ous. In his speeches he was moderate and reasonable. He handled 
criticisms with apparent good humor, and even when attacking 
the opposition he was less savage than Lenin or Zinoviev. In Polit- 
buro meetings he sought to be agreeable. Writing of the first 
Politburo meeting that he attended and a time when the struggle 
between the three leaders and Trotsky was tense, Bazhanov noted 
that “Trotsky was the first to arrive for the session. The others 
were late, they were still plotting. . . . Next entered Zinoviev. He 
passed by Trotsky and both behaved as if they had not noticed 
one another. When Kamenev entered he greeted Trotsky with a 
slight nod. At last Stalin came in. He approached the table at 
which Trotsky was seated, greeted him in a most friendly manner 
and vigorously shook hands with him across the table.” It was at 
this time that, although in opposition to him, Trotsky described 
Stalin to his close friend and translator, Max Eastman, as “a brave 
and sincere revolutionary.”® 

In what is known of Stalin’s life up to this time, there is, in 
fact, nothing that presaged the inhuman dictator that he was to 
become. Future events were to cast long shadows, and historians 
have tended to attach a general frightfulness to his every action, 
but his conduct as a dedicated revolutionary was of a kind with 
that of Trotsky and Lenin. The change may be dated from the 
time of Lenin’s illness, when it seems probable that he first began 
to see himself as the successor. Certainly before 1921 he showed 
no pretension to the leadership, and was content to serve. He was 
proud, sensitive, but not personally ambitious. After the removal 
of Lenin he, like many others, must have wondered about the fu- 
ture of the party. Of the most prominent members Trotsky, to- 
wards whom he felt strong antipathy, would endanger unity and 
the others were not remotely of his caliber. Thus it would seem 








Lenin’s Testament 195 


that during 1922 or 1923 Stalin began to consider seriously that in 
the interests of the party and communist Russia he would have to 
take over the leadership, and once having reached this decision he 
pursued his goal quietly and implacably. 

The struggle for power was waged under cover, taking the form 
of ideological disputes in which each participant sought to show 
that he was more true to Lenin’s teachings than the others. For the 
troika the removal of Trotsky was the first priority. A new journal, 
Bolshevik, was launched with the avowed purpose of combating 
“Trotskyism.” Stalin gave a series of lectures at the Communist 
University in Moscow, named in honor of Sverdlov. The lectures, 
under the title “Foundations of Leninism,” providing the first 
canon of Stalinism, emphasized the importance of party unity and 
discipline, the party’s role as leader of the masses, and the need to 
strengthen the union of peasants and workers. They were, in fact, 
the principles laid down in his “oath” speech. 

From February to May 1924 the “Lenin enrollment” was car- 
ried out with much publicity. One of the resolutions of the Thir- 
teenth Party Conference had been to mount a membership drive 
among “workers from the bench.” The Central Committee, meet- 
ing a few days after the funeral, endorsed this decision and ap- 
parently agreed, although it was not mentioned in the conference 
resolution, that it should be accompanied by a purge of opposi- 
tionists. At the same time the vast party machine which Stalin 
had painstakingly overhauled and expanded was effective in enlist- 
ing suitable new members. 

The total membership, reduced by the beginning of 1924 to 
350,000 with 120,000 candidates, was increased by more than 
200,000 members, mostly young and ready to obey instructions 
from their party secretaries. Lenin had often expressed concern 
about the smallness of the proletarian element in the party, and 
the new enrollment was proclaimed as a great advance for Len- 
inism because the new members were mainly proletarian. 

Stalin’s majority support in the Central Committee and the 
Central Control Commission and his control over the party appa- 
ratus made his position seem unchallengeable. But five days be- 
fore the Thirteenth Party Congress was to open, something hap- 
pened which suddenly threatened his career. Krupskaya sent to 
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Kamenev the notes which Lenin had dictated between December 
23, 1922, and January 23, 1923, with a covering letter explaining 
that she had suppressed the two notes, known as the “Testament,” 
because Lenin had expressed the “definite wish” that these notes 
should be submitted to the next Party Congress after his death. In 
fact, Lenin had dictated the notes specifically for presentation to 
the Eleventh Party Congress, held in March-April 1923. Her rea- 
sons for holding them secret for so long were not stated, but in 
bringing them forward at this time she was clearly seeking to dam- 
age Stalin politically.?° 

On the day after receiving the package from Krupskaya, Ka- 
menevy circulated the notes to a group of six senior Bolsheviks, in- 
cluding Zinoviev and Stalin, who called themselves the Central 
Committee Plenum Commission. It decided to “submit them 
[the notes] to the nearest Party Congress for its information.” 
The action taken fell far short of this decision. The notes were 
read out to a group of some forty delegates, who met on May 22, 
1924, on the eve of the Congress. Zinoviev and Kamenev were 
both concerned to keep Stalin in office. He was their indis- 
pensable ally against Trotsky and the oppositionists. Zinoviev de- 
clared that, while they had all sworn to carry out Lenin’s wishes to 
the letter, they knew that his fears about their General Secretary 
had been baseless. 

Trotsky recalled that during the discussion Stalin referred to the 
Lenin who had dictated these notes as “a sick man surrounded by 
womenfolk,” a barbed reference to Krupskaya, but he did not take 
an active part. Trotsky himself did not contribute to the discus- 
sion. Finally by thirty votes to ten it was decided that the notes 
should not be published, but that their contents should be con- 
veyed to selected delegates to whom it should be explained that 
Lenin had been seriously ill at the time and misinformed by those 
around him. 

For Stalin it must have come as a bitter shock to learn for the 
first time the contents of the “Testament” and to have this direct 
confirmation of Lenin’s personal hostility. He had then suffered 
the humiliation of being arraigned by the old leader and of being 
present at the discussions on the action to be taken. His position 
had been threatened, for the full Congress could hardly ignore the 
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last injunctions of the leader whom all were now so ardently wor- 
shiping. It must have come as a relief for him when it was decided 
that the Congress would be bypassed and that the notes would 
not be published. Nevertheless, when the newly elected Central 
Committee met, he offered his resignation. He was probably 
confident that those he had carefully selected for election would 
not accept it. In the event the committee, including Trotsky, 
voted unanimously not to accept his resignation.!2 
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Overthrow of 
the Opposetion 
1924-27 


Although Lenin’s attempts to undermine his position had failed, 
Stalin was watchful and cautious during the Thirteenth Party 
Congress, held in May 1924. He had made careful preparations, 
especially in excluding oppositionists from delegations, but 
Trotsky and others, who had signed the Declaration of the Forty- 
six, were among the delegates. They might try to disrupt the 
Congress. Also Zinoviev and Kamenev were merely temporary al- 
lies, who would tum on him when they saw the chance. The 
Congress, at which he was received with “applause tuming into an 
ovation,” proved a personal triumph. 

Throughout the Congress, the first to be held since Lenin’s 
death, there was a strong general desire to exclude polemics and 
factionalism. Zinoviev delivered the principal report, and he 
avoided controversy. At the end of his speech he referred to the 
“growth of a new bourgeoisie” under NEP and the danger of a 
“new Menshevism,” but he did not name Trotsky or the opposi- 
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tionists. Finally he offered a peace formula to dispose of the dis- 
putes which had plagued the party during the past year. 

“The most sensible step and most worthy of a Bolshevik,” he 
said, “which the opposition could take is what a Bolshevik does 
when he happens to make some mistake or other . . . is to come 
before the party on the tribune of the Party Congress and say ‘I 
made a mistake and the party was right.’ "4 

Zinoviev’s rhetorical call for unity received “stormy and pro- 
longed applause,” giving some indication of the party’s impatience 
with internecine disputes. Stalin followed him on the platform 
and delivered a businesslike report on the party’s organization. He 
made no mention of the opposition and, as always, showed that 
he was the last man to provoke conflict. 

Present as a nonvoting delegate, Trotsky did not have to speak. 
But he could not ignore Zinoviev’s appeal. Nothing was more 
difficult for Trotsky than to believe that he might be mistaken, 
unless it was to confess it publicly. At this time, however, his arro- 
gance and inflexibility involved him in an inner conflict with his 
strong sense of dedication to the revolution and to the party as its 
embodiment. This led him into a confused and emotional defense 
of his position. 

In his speech he again stressed the dangers of bureaucracy, 
confirmed his adherence to the resolution of December 5, 1923, 
on the need to eliminate factions, and pressed for more effective 
planning. Most of those present had heard him make these points 
on previous occasions, and he was evidently unconscious of the 
fact that, coming from him, these reiterated demands implied 
criticisms of the party leaders. 

“Comrades,” he continued, “none of us wishes to be right or 
can be right against his party. The party is in the last resort always 
tight, because the party is the unique historical instrument given 
to the proletariat for the fulfilment of its fundamental tasks. I 
have already said that nothing is easier than to say before the 
party ‘All this criticism, all these declarations, warnings and pro- 
tests, were simply a sheer mistake.’ But Comrades, I cannot say 
this, because I do not think so. I know that one cannot be right 
against the party. One can be right only with the party and 
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through the party, since history has created no other paths to the 
realization of what is right.” 

Trotsky went on in this tortuous fashion. He repeated that cer- 
tain parts of the resolutions of the previous party conference were 
“incorrect and unjust. But,” he stressed, “the party cannot take 
any decisions, however incorrect and unjust, which could shake by 
one jot our boundless devotion to the cause of the party, the read- 
iness of each one of us to bear on his shoulders the discipline of 
the party in all conditions.”? 

The speech, with its painstaking avowals of the party’s infalli- 
bility, was poisoned by the conspicuous sense of his own intel- 
lectual superiority and his conviction that he was right and the 
party wrong. Moreover, he had misjudged the timing and the au- 
dience. To the majority of the delegates his speech with its insist- 
ence on incorrect and unjust party decisions sounded as though he 
put himself above the party. 

The fury of the Congress was now directed at him. Krupskaya 
made an appeal for the factions to put aside their disputes and 
work together. The delegates were in no mood to heed her. On 
the day after Krupskaya’s speech, Stalin addressed the delegates. 
He said that he, too, was opposed to “duplicating debates about 
differences,” and for this reason he had made no reference to 
them in his previous speech. But it was unthinkable that he 
should be silent now. He proceeded to attack Trotsky for his 
defiance of the resolution of December 5, 1923, and of the deci- 
sions of the Thirteenth Party Conference. 

Zinoviev and Kamenev both delivered vicious attacks. Kamenev, 
who had a reputation for mildness, apparently harbored a deep 
hatred of Trotsky, whose sister he had married, and his attack was 
venomous. The Congress unanimously confirmed the decisions of 
the party conference and praised the Central Committee for its 
“firmness and Bolshevik uncompromisingness ... in defending 
the foundations of Leninism against petty bourgeois deviations.”® 

The Congress increased the size of the Central Committee 
from forty to fifty-three members and from seventeen to thirty- 
four candidates. The new men were in the main from the provin- 
cial apparatus and Stalin’s supporters. Lazar Kaganovich, one of 
Stalin’s ablest assistants, became a member of the committee as 
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well as both the Secretariat and the Orgburo. Bukharin was 
elected to the Politburo to fill the vacancy left by Lenin. Trotsky 
scraped through in the elections to the committee and retained 
his other posts. 

In the Third Communist International, known as the Comin- 
tern, which had been founded in March 1919, Trotsky was still 
highly regarded. Many Western communists were appalled by the 
ferocious attacks on him. But Zinoviev, whom Lenin had ap- 
pointed president of the Comintern’s executive committee, was 
actively undermining Trotsky’s position and removing his main 
supporters from the organization. Indeed, during the Thirteenth 
Congress of the Russian party, several Western communists were 
invited to speak, and all with the exception of Boris Souvarine, 
the French communist, who subsequently wrote a hostile biogra- 
phy of Stalin, condemned Trotsky and the opposition. At the 
Fifth Congress of the Comintern, held in Moscow in June-July 
1924, Trotsky was again savagely attacked and called upon to ap- 
pear in person to justify himself. His refusal to attend set the seal 
on his condemnation. 

Stalin was active among Westem communists in Moscow at 
this time. Within a few months he and Zinoviev had managed to 
reduce the international movement to complete subservience to 
Moscow. Trotsky and Lenin had founded the Comintern in the 
faith that it would become a world party into which the Russian 
party would ultimately merge. Stalin, the realist, could see little 
prospect of this ideal being achieved. It would happen, if at all, 
only in the far distant future. He insisted that in the meantime 
the Comintern should be under Moscow’s control for tactical and 
propaganda purposes. 

Since May 1922 the troika of Stalin, Zinoviev, and Kamenev 
had held power. Relations had become tense, but unity was main- 
tained. All three paid lip service to the theory of collective leader- 
ship, but they were held together mainly by the fear that Trotsky 
might try to seize power. Furthermore, in the midst of the mount- 
ing cult it was still too soon after Lenin’s death for anyone to at- 
tempt to assume the leadership. 

The contest appeared now to be between Stalin and Zinoviev. 
Several incidents had sharpened their rivalry, but at this stage 








202 Stalin 


Zinoviev continued to see himself as Lenin’s successor. He and 
Kamenev were taken aback in June 1924 when Stalin publicly 
chided them for mistakes in communist doctrine. The mistakes, if 
indeed they were mistakes, concerned petty points of inter- 
pretation. The importance of the incident was that Stalin was as- 
serting his authority within the troika. 

Another significant step taken by Stalin, a few weeks later, was 
to post Zelensky, secretary of the Moscow party apparatus, to 
Central Asia, replacing him with Uglanov. This weakened the po- 
sition of Kamenev as chairman of the Executive Committee of 
the Moscow Soviet and leader of the Moscow party organization. 
A meeting of fifteen senior party members, convened by Zinoviev, 
criticized Stalin for his “uncomradely” action. He rejected the 
criticism, accusing them of trying to break up the collective lead- 
ership and to introduce dictatorship in place of party democracy. 
By autumn an open split between the leaders was imminent, but 
again Trotsky kept them together. 

After the mauling he had suffered at the Thirteenth Party 
Congress and at the Congress of the Comintern, and after ex- 
periencing the hostility of the Central Committee and the Polit- 
buro, Trotsky might have been expected to lie quiet for a time. 
He was, however, wholly lacking in political judgment. It was not 
that he miscalculated the response of other people to his actions, 
but that their thoughts and feelings did not exist for him. He was 
concerned solely with his own ideas and policies, which, he 
believed, transcended all others in their rightness, and he was gen- 
uinely astonished when they met with storms of protest and criti- 
cism. By contrast Stalin was keenly sensitive to the attitudes and 
feelings not only of members of the party but also of people out- 
side. With his sense of timing and his political acumen he was a 
formidable foe. 

At this time when the tide of party opinion was running 
strongly against him, Trotsky gave an extraordinary demonstration 
of ineptitude. Already in June 1924 he had published a pamphlet, 
intended as a salute to Lenin, but in treating the great leader as 
his partner and equal he had caused offense to many members. 
Then in September (1924), while resting in Kislovodsk in the 
Caucasus, he published his early articles and speeches in one vol- 
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ume with an introduction, entitled “Lessons of October.” It was 
an account of the progress of the revolution with the theme of the 
betrayal by the “right.” He dwelt on the conflict between Lenin 
and Zinoviev and Kamenev on the eve of the October Revolution 
and even wrote about mistakes made by Lenin himself. 

The volume, published in October 1924, caused a sensation. By 
digging up the past Trotsky was seen to be attempting to indict 
the present leadership and to cast doubts on the infallibility of 
Lenin. Bukharin promptly published an article in Pravda, entitled 
“How Not to Write the History of October.” This was an interim 
reply. Trotsky had to be answered fully and by raking up the past 
he had exposed himself to a devastating counterattack. Before 
1917 he had engaged constantly in polemics with Lenin; as was 
characteristic of the revolutionaries, their exchanges were marked 
by virulent abuse. Kamenev, then editor of the official edition of 
Lenin’s works, published his reply in Pravda and Izvestiya on No- 
vember 26, 1924, under the title “Leninism or Trotskyism.” The 
atticle, ranging over Trotsky’s early career, sought to show that 
Trotsky had always been opposed to Bolshevism and Leninism. 

Stalin’s contribution was a reasoned and destructive attack. Re- 
ferring to Trotsky’s prominent role in October, he said that it was 
to be admitted that Trotsky had done well, but so had others.* He 
dealt lightly with the errors of Zinoviev and Kamenev, which were 
generally known, and even admitted that before Lenin’s arrival in 
Petrograd in March 1917 “I shared this mistaken position of other 
comrades.” Nothing had antagonized members more than 
Trotsky’s insufferable assumption that he had been right all the 
time. Stalin was at pains to show that he himself was human and 
fallible. 

Examining Trotsky’s main heresies, he demonstrated by quota- 
tions from Lenin’s writings that Trotsky had been in direct 
conflict with the master at all stages. In fact, Trotsky and Lenin 
had been basically close in their views, but it was not difficult to 
find quotations to prove the opposite. The most damaging part of 
Stalin’s attack came in quotations from Trotsky’s correspondence 
in 1913 with Chkheidze in which Trotsky had written that Lenin 
was “the professional exploiter of everything that is backward in 
the Russian workers’ movement.”® He had also written that “the 
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whole foundation of Leninism at the present time is built on lying 
and falsification.”? Stalin closed his speech with the statement 
that “Trotsky has come forward now with the purpose of dethron- 
ing Bolshevism and undermining its foundations. The task of the 
party is to bury Trotskyism as an ideology.”§ 

The speech sent a shock of horror through the party. It seemed 
impossible that any member, least of all a leading Bolshevik like 
Trotsky, could have written in such terms of Lenin. But Stalin’s 
evidence was irrefutable. The charge that Trotsky had been all 
along a vicious enemy of Lenin and Leninism was accepted as 
proven. 

A campaign was mounted “to bury Trotskyism.” Newspapers 
throughout the country published articles and reports of local 
party meetings, vilifying and condemning him. A persecution 
fever gripped members, now oblivious of his services to the revolu- 
tionary cause. As the days passed, there was a growing amazement 
that he issued no denials or answers to these attacks. His un- 
characteristic silence could only mean admission of guilt. On De- 
cember 13, 1924, Pravda went so far as to publish an editorial 
note, stating that no communication had been teers from 
Trotsky concerning the charges against him.® 

The campaign against Trotsky, which had been going on for 
over a year, now reached its climax. He was shaken by the inten- 
sity of the new vilification. He had never expected that his “Les- 
sons of October,” which he had written to set the record straight 
and to warn the party that it was on a wrong course, would loose 
such a hurricane of protest. Under the strain his health broke 
down. Doctors recommended a rest-spell in the Caucasus. He re- 
fused to leave his quarters in the Kremlin. Sick, solitary, and sur- 
rounded by hostility, he awaited the meeting of the Central Com- 
mittee to be held on January 17-20, 1925. He had written what is 
known as his letter of resignation in which, as in his speech to the 
Thirteenth Congress, he expressed his loyalty and submission to 
the party, but refused to make any confession of error. 

At the committee meeting Zinovieyv and Kamenev showed ea- 
gemess to make the final kill. Supported by others, they de- 
manded the expulsion of Trotsky not only from the committee 
and the Politburo but from the party itself. This, the final sen- 
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tence of excommunication, was opposed by Stalin. Reporting later 
to the Fourteenth Party Congress, he explained that “we, the ma- 
jority of the Central Committee . . . did not agree with Com- 
rades Zinoviev and Kamenev because we realized that the policy 
of cutting off heads is fraught with major dangers for the 
patty. . . . It is a method of blood-letting—and they want blood 
—dangerous and contagious; today you cut off one head, tomor- 
row a second, and then a third: who would remain in the 
party?”?° It was a fateful pronouncement. 

The only action taken against Trotsky at this meeting of the 
Central Committee was to remove him from office as president of 
the Revolutionary War Council and Kommissar for War. For 
some months he had held office only nominally. M. V. Frunze, 
one of his chief antagonists in military matters, had been ap- 
pointed Deputy Kommissar in the spring of 1924, and had vir- 
tually taken control." For the time being Trotsky remained a 
member of the Central Committee and the Politburo, but he was 
a member on sufferance. He had forfeited the support and prestige 
he had commanded in the party. His conduct had demoralized 
his few supporters. He was alone. 

The collective leadership of the troika now quickly broke up. 
Stalin and Zinoviev were recognized as the chief adversaries. Ka- 
menev had lost his influence as head of the Moscow party organi- 
zation. Zinoviev was still in a strong position. By the end of 1924, 
however, he had come to recognize belatedly that Stalin was not 
merely the unobtrusive provincial who ran the central party appa- 
ratus, but a formidable opponent. Now when the conflict between 
them erupted, Zinoviev found that he was outmatched and that 
he was struggling not for power, but for survival. 

The conflict brought a flare-up of the traditional rivalry be- 
tween the two cities. The Leningradtsi were in an arrogant mood 
and resented Moscow’s pre-eminence as the center of the party or- 
ganization and of the government. Conscious of their revolu- 
tionary tradition and of the fact that their city had bome the 
name of Peter the Great and now bore the name of Lenin, they 
maintained a proud independence. 

Zinoviev was in control of Leningrad and, although not person- 
ally popular, had the support of the city against Stalin and the 





206 Stalin 


Muscovites. The insubordination of the Leningradtsi caused 
Stalin considerable trouble, and it was not until the end of the 
following year (1926) that he brought their city finally under 
Moscow’s control. 

The struggle within the troika and the Politburo centered on 
the nature of NEP, which had troubled Marxists since its intro- 
duction in 1921. The difficulty arose from the fact that Marxism, 
a doctrine devised for an industrial society, was being imposed 
upon a predominantly peasant society, and the dogma provided 
no guidance on the problems that arose. The party leaders were 
not sure how to proceed. If they exploited the peasants for the 
benefit of the proletariat, which was considered inevitable in 
building a communist state, the peasants would resist with a mas- 
sive silent withdrawal of their co-operation or they would rebel. 
The party’s hold on the country was still precarious, and a major 
peasant rising could mean the collapse of the regime. 

The alternative was to allow the peasants to produce and mar- 
ket their grain in a more or less free economy, encouraging them 
to expand production and to market increased grain surpluses. 
On this basis, Bukharin, Preobrazhensky, and others argued, it 
would be possible to promote an industrial revival. The danger 
was that the peasants, who were restive and constantly demanding 
further concessions, would seize the opportunities to exercise not 
only economic but also political influence. It was an obsessive fear 
among the party leaders that the peasants would challenge the 
party’s monopoly of power. Lenin had feared this possibility and 
in introducing NEP, which gave the peasants economic freedom, 
had been careful to deny them political power. Between these two 
extremes various compromises were possible, but compromise was 
foreign to the Russian approach to such problems. 

The Politburo was divided. Bukharin and the right-wing Bol- 
sheviks argued in favor of maximum concessions to the peasantry. 
Bukharin went so far in an article in Pravda on April 14, 1925, as 
to declare to the peasants, “Enrich yourselves, develop your farms, 
do not fear that you will be subjected to restrictions.”!? Later he 
was obliged to modify this statement and then to retract it com- 
pletely, but at the time it was intended to encourage grain produc- 
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tion and to calm peasant fears for their security under the com- 
munist regime. 

Stalin leaned towards this policy of appeasement of the peas- 
ants. To his practical mind there seemed no alternative at this 
time, but he had no fondness for the peasant with his conservative 
bourgeois outlook and his obsession with private ownership. He 
was uneasy about the encouragement given to the kulak, the pros- 
pering peasant who might become a capitalist power in the coun- 
tryside. 

The Fourteenth Party Conference from April 27 to 29, 1925, 
discussed agricultural policy at length. Stalin did not address the 
conference, leaving Bukharin and Rykov to present the right-wing 
policy. There was general agreement on appeasement of the peas- 
antry and little opposition was heard. The conference empha- 
sized that the economic revival of the country depended on “the 
marketability of agricultural production” and the promotion of in- 
dustrial productivity. To gain the support of the peasantry, the 
over-all tax on them was sharply reduced by 25 per cent. The con- 
ference also legalized the practice, already widespread, of allowing 
peasants to hire labor and to lease further land, which benefited 
the kulaks. 

The obstacles to increased marketability were well known. The 
great estates had been broken up and there were 24 to 25 million 
small holdings, cultivated by peasant households, living near sub- 
sistence level. It was an uneconomic method of cultivating the 
vast agricultural lands of Russia. The peasants had all known hun- 
ger, and now they consumed most of the grain, leaving only small 
amounts for the market. The acute shortage of manufactured 
goods gave no incentives for marketing produce. Moreover, they 
were suspicious of the communist government and greedy for 
higher prices, and for these reasons, too, many held back their 
grain. 

Zinoviev was silent during the Fourteenth Conference. He was 
on the defensive and biding his time. Stalin had already, early in 
February 1925, made moves to undermine his authority in the 
Comintern. But the Leningrad party organization showed a sturdy 
independence in resisting attempts by Stalin to insinuate his men 
into key posts. Zinoviev’s supporters began to counter Moscow’s 
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pressure by promoting left-wing policies in the Leningradskaya 
Pravda and by other means. 

During the summer of 1925 the rivalry came into the open. 
Zinoviev and Kamenev had supported the right-wing pro-peasant 
policy so long as they felt secure in their places in the Politburo, 
but under attack from Stalin they adopted the radical left-wing 
position. The left-wing view laid great stress on the danger that 
the kulaks would rapidly grow in economic strength and, by with- 
holding their grain, would soon be able to force the Soviets to sub- 
mit to their demands. They would then revive capitalism. ‘The 
correct policy was to introduce large-scale collective farms not by 
compulsion, but by persuasion and by offering such inducements 
as the supply of fertilizers, seed, and tractors. Once settled on 
these collective farms the peasants would readily appreciate their 
advantages. The left-wing policy also called for greater emphasis 
on industrial expansion, especially to provide for the mechani- 
zation of agriculture and, more broadly, to create a balanced so- 
cialist economy. 

Zinoviev pressed his attack against the right-wing further by ar- 
guing that NEP was not a development of true Leninism, but a 
“strategic retreat” into capitalism. Stalin at once countered by ac- 
cusing him and his supporters of pessimism. In alleging that the 
revolution had taken a backward step, they showed a lack of faith 
in the capacity of the Soviet people, who had in the glorious Oc- 
tober Revolution shown the way to the proletariat of the world. It 
was an argument which kept the opposition on the defensive. 

The Fourteenth Party Congress, which had been much delayed, 
was finally arranged to open on December 18, 1925. As part of the 
preparations the Central Committee met from October 3 to 10, 
and the opposition members—Zinoviev, Kamenev, Sokolnikov, 
then Kommissar for Finance, and Krupskaya—showed at once 
that they intended to press their policies. It was a bold and des- 
perate move, for they knew that they would be overwhelmed by 
Stalin’s majority in the Congress. In the Central Committee they 
charged that they had been obstructed in making criticisms of the 
official policy. Stalin was prepared to be conciliatory at this stage. 
Their protest was discussed and resulted in a compromise resolu- 
tion which emphasized both the threat posed by the kulaks and 
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the need to encourage the peasants. It seemed that a direct con- 
frontation between the supporters of the two policies might be 
avoided. 

Shortly before the Congress was to open, however, the party or- 
ganizations in Moscow, Leningrad, and other parts of the country 
held local conferences to discuss policy and particularly to elect 
their delegates. The Leningrad conference rejected all the candi- 
dates whom Moscow sought to have included in their delegation. 
Stalin was angered by this display of independence. ‘The Moscow 
conference passed a resolution severely criticizing the Lenin- 
gradtsi, who responded in the same spirit. Pravda and the Lenin- 
gradskaya Pravda engaged in a bitter exchange of abuse. Belatedly 
Zinoviev tried to make a deal that the Leningradtsi would halt 
their open opposition to the official policy line, if they had a guar- 
antee that no reprisals would be taken against them after the 
Congress. The Central Committee rejected his proposal. 

The Congress opened quietly. Stalin delivered the main politi- 
cal report and did not mention the opposition. He acknowledged 
that the kulak was a danger, but warned against exaggerating it. 
Any policy that antagonized the peasantry would hinder the eco- 
nomic progress which, as all knew, was outstanding and encourag- 
ing. But tension soon mounted. Lashevich, the first opposition 
speaker, could hardly make himself heard above the jeers and cat- 
calls. Zinoviev tried to present a reasoned case, but he made a 
mistake in attacking Bukharin, especially for the latter’s appeal to 
the peasants to enrich themselves. Bukharin was popular, and the 
attack brought delegates to his aid. Zinoviev’s speech was 
drowned at times by noisy interruptions. Krupskaya made an ap- 
peal for party unity, but her counsels were unheeded. When 
Lashevich spoke strongly against “cutting off’ Zinoviev and 
Kamenev from the party leadership, Mikoyan replied sharply that 
it was not a matter of “cutting off,” but of Zinoviev and Kamenev 
submitting “to the iron will of the majority of the Central Com- 
mittee.”18 

Kamenev dominated the proceedings on the fourth day. In a 
mood of desperation he delivered one of the most forceful 
speeches of his career.1* He expounded the opposition policy. 
Then, towards the end of his speech, he astounded the Congress 
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by making a personal attack on Stalin. “We are against creating 
the theory of a leader!” he declared. “We are against making a 
leader! We are against having the Secretariat combine in practice 
both politics and organization and place itself above the political 
organ.” 

A storm of protest drowned his speech, but Kamenev was not 
to be silenced. “I must say what I have to say to the end!” he 
shouted. “Because I have more than once said it to Comrade 
Stalin personally, because J have more than once said it to a group 
of party delegates, I repeat it to the Congress. I have reached the 
conviction that Comrade Stalin cannot perform the function of 
uniting the Bolshevik general staff!"5 

Kamenev spoke in a fury of temper, as when he had made his 
vicious denunciations of Trotsky. But his attack on Stalin mis- 
carried. He was not demanding more democracy, but the con- 
tinuance of the Politburo of which he was a member. His speech, 
inspired by jealousy and malice, had the effect of rallying the 
Congress in support of Stalin, who represented party unity. 
Tomsky, as official spokesman, attacked the speech angrily. Ka- 
menev had demonstrated, he said, the true nature of the opposi- 
tion, which was inspired not by policies and principles, but by per- 
sonal jealousies. At the same time he was at pains to deny that 
there was an individual leader or that there could be one. It was 
still too soon after Lenin’s death to admit that he could have a 
successor. Tomsky closed with an appeal to Kamenev and Zino- 
viev to “apply to yourselves the lesson which you taught Comrade 
Trotsky” and “bow your heads before the will of the party!”2® 

On the following day Kamenev returned to the attack, but this 
time plaintively objecting to the fact that Stalin’s wishes usually 
prevailed. “Comrade Stalin is evidently destined,” he said, “by na- 
ture or by fate to formulate propositions rather more successfully 
than any other member of the Politburo. Comrade Stalin is, I 
affirm, the leading member of the Politburo without, however, 
claiming priority; he takes the most active part in the settlement 
of questions; his proposals are carried more often than anyone’s, 
and these proposals are carried unanimously.”!7 It sounded more 
like a tribute to Stalin’s industry, judgment, and modesty than an 
attack, as was intended. 
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The three rapporteurs of the congress—Stalin, Molotov, and 
Zinoviev—wound up the proceedings. Stalin was restrained. He 
denied any intention of “cutting off” Zinoviev and Kamenev, but 
demanded that they respect the cause of party unity. He denied 
any claims to personal leadership. “It is impossible,” he con- 
cluded, “to lead the party otherwise than collectively. It is stupid 
to think about any other way after Lenin; it is stupid to talk about 
it.”18 His speech was received “with applause turing into an ova- 
tion.” The final resolution, endorsing the official policy, was car- 
tied by 559 votes to 65. It was an overwhelming personal victory 
for Stalin. 

Stalin made no attempt at this time to dispose of Zinoviev, 
Kamenevy, and the other oppositionists. Perhaps he was confident 
that they would dig their own graves. In the elections to the Cen- 
tral Committee all of the opposition leaders were re-elected. Sub- 
sequently the existing members of the Politburo—Stalin, Zinoviev, 
Bukharin, Rykov, Tomsky, and Trotsky—were reappointed, but 
Kamenev was reduced to candidate membership. The Politburo 
was increased from six to nine members, and Molotov, Voroshi- 
lov, and Kalinin, all Stalin’s men, were the additional members. 
The Central Committee was increased to 106 and the Central 
Control Commission to 163 members. No major changes took 
place in either body, but the additional members strengthened 
Stalin’s control over them. 

The real blow which Stalin struck against Zinoviev was to re- 
move him from the Leningrad party organization. A new editor 
took over Leningradskaya Pravda which at once ceased publicizing 
opposition views and faithfully reflected official policy. Then early 
in January 1926 Molotov led a strong delegation to Leningrad to 
report to workers’ groups on the Congress. Ignoring local party 
leaders, members of the delegation appealed directly to the rank 
and file, addressing in all 63,000 workers and securing more than 
60,000 votes in support of the official policy. In a brief intensive 
campaign Molotov’s team brought about a massive swing of Len- 
ingrad members away from their leaders, whom they had empow- 
ered only a few weeks earlier to oppose the central authority in 
Moscow. The change was a further demonstration of the power of 
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the appeal for party unity; it reflected also the inadequacy and un- 
popularity of Zinoviev as leader. 

During 1925 Trotsky held himself aloof from party politics. He 
did not speak at the Fourteenth Party Congress and watched with 
apparent contempt the efforts of Zinoviev and Kamenev to oppose 
Stalin. The savaging he had suffered in the previous year had hurt 
him deeply and he had retreated behind a wall of silence. His one 
public statement, made in September 1925, was mendacious. In a 
book entitled Since Lenin Died, the American writer Max East- 
man, who was a close friend of Trotsky’s, published some extracts 
from Lenin’s “Testament” and an account of the struggles within 
the party since Lenin’s death. He had obtained this information 
from well-informed foreign communists, from party members 
close to Trotsky, and possibly from Krupskaya or even from 
Trotsky himself. In an article Trotsky denounced the book and its 
inside information as false. It was “a slander” to suggest that doc- 
uments had been concealed from the Central Committee, and “a 
malicious invention” to allege that Lenin’s “Testament” had been 
violated.1® 

Trotsky later claimed that he had written the article under 
threat from Stalin. It is more probable that without threats 
Trotsky lied in the hope of saving his position as a member of the 
inner party organs. But in publishing this denial he was throwing 
away his most useful weapon against Stalin. The Lenin cult had 
developed to the point where every word of the dead leader was 
law. A skillful use of the “Testament” might have damaged Sta- 
lin’s position, but now Trotsky was prevented from using it. 

The opposition groups remained small minorities within the 
party. Their leaders were motivated mainly by resentment of 
Stalin’s towering position, by the instinct for survival, and to a 
limited extent by concern about the official policy, which favored 
the peasants. The opposition leaders were, moreover, filled with 
malice and hatred towards each other. Zinoviev and Kamenev had 
vied in the virulence of their attacks on Trotsky. Trotsky had 
never disguised his contempt for his opponents and had been bru- 
tally outspoken in attacking them. 

It was remarkable then that the opposition leaders managed in 
the spring of 1926 to unite. They acted out of desperation. They 
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knew that they could not defeat Stalin’s party apparatus. They 
knew, too, that the OGPU, successor to the GPU, was active 
against rank-and-file oppositionists, although as yet police methods 
were not used against senior members. 

To Stalin this coalition of the opposition leaders was a sinister 
attack on party unity, made at a time when the party’s hold on 
the country was still precarious. He denounced the agreement 
reached between Zinoviev and Trotsky as “an open, straightfor- 
ward, and unprincipled deal.”?° It was indeed a sordid exchange in 
which Trotsky withdrew his criticisms of Zinoviev, who in tum 
conceded that Trotsky’s stand against “bureaucratism” had been 
justified. 

Trotsky was mainly responsible for drafting the opposition plat- 
form. He took care to avoid any suggestion of an attack on party 
unity or of the formation of a new faction. He attributed the 
failings of the existing party management to antagonism between 
the bureaucracy and the proletariat. This was the reason for 
repressive measures and for the decline of party democracy, a con- 
cept for which Trotsky, when in power, had shown scant respect. 
The opposition proposed policies which would accelerate indus- 
trial growth, improve the grim conditions of the true industrial 
proletariat, and counter the threats of the kulaks and middle peas- 
ants. 

The opposition presented their program in part to the Plenum 
of the Central Committee on April 6-9, 1926, and in full to the 
meeting on July 14-23, 1926. They were stirred to action by the 
collapse of the general strike in Britain, for which they blamed the 
party leaders’ failure to give guidance and leadership to the British 
workers. Stalin countered by removing opposition supporters from 
positions of authority. 

At the same time Stalin set about discrediting the opposition, 
alleging with dubious evidence that it was not really left-wing, but 
a right-wing bourgeois deviation. Then the opposition leaders 
played into his hands. They organized demonstrations in factories, 
demanding full party discussion of their proposals. This was a 
flagrant breach of discipline and an affront to party unity. Ap- 
palled by their own temerity and recklessness, the six leaders— 
Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Pyatakov, Sokolnikov, and Evdoki- 
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mov—confessed their guilt in a public declaration and swore not 
to pursue factional activity in future. They also denounced their 
own left-wing supporters in the Comintem and the Workers’ Op- 
position group. Apparently their confession was voluntary and an 
attempt to salve their consciences. They had sought, they admit- 
ted naively, only to retain some influence within the party. Their 
pusillanimous conduct exposed them and their few supporters to 
reprisals, 

In October (1926) the Plenum of the Central Committee, sit- 
ting jointly with the Central Control Commission, gave a severe 
warning to the opposition leaders. ‘Trotsky was dismissed from the 
Politburo and Kamenev from his candidate membership, and Zin- 
oviev was removed from the Comintem. The opposition demand 
to be allowed to circulate their policy statement to delegates at- 
tending the forthcoming Fifteenth Party Conference was rejected. 
A further factor, damaging to the opposition, was the defection of 
Krupskaya, announced at the conference by Stalin. She had signed 
the original declaration of policy of the united opposition, but 
had been antagonized by the conduct of Trotsky, Zinoviev, and 
the others. In a letter to Pravda she expressed her disgust cir- 
cumspectly. The opposition “went too far . . . comradely criti- 
cism became factionalism . . . the broad mass of the workers and 
peasants understood the statements of the opposition as state- 
ments against the basic principles of the party and Soviet power.” 
She closed with a demand for “maximum unity in action,”21 

Krupskaya had become a pathetic figure, and her influence had 
declined sharply. A woman of integrity, she was dedicated to 
Lenin’s memory and to the service of the revolutionary cause. But 
she had no understanding of politics, and she was constantly out- 
maneuvered by Stalin. She had loathed him since their first meet- 
ing in 1913. She had found, however, that even with her great 
prestige as Lenin’s widow, she was powerless. Stalin watched her 
closely, knowing that she would harm him whenever opportunity 
offered. Indeed, in 1926 she managed to smuggle further extracts 
of Lenin’s “Testament” to Boris Souvarine, the French commu- 
nist. He passed them to Max Eastman, who arranged for their 
publication in the New York Times on October 18, 1926. It was a 
vindictive and futile gesture which failed to affect Stalin’s posi- 
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tion. But now, in defecting from the opposition, she demon- 
strated, as she had done on previous occasions, that the sanctity of 
the party of Lenin and of its unity mattered to her above all 
else.?? 

At the Fifteenth Party Conference, Trotsky and Zinoviev finally 
destroyed themselves politically. Trotsky made a lengthy speech 
and had to ask repeatedly for more time. He was interrupted con- 
stantly by ridicule and laughter. Zinoviev groveled and begged for- 
giveness for his errors. He, too, was heckled and ridiculed. Both 
had been arrogant in power and now they were humiliated and 
defeated. It was left to Bukharin to make the final savage attack 
on them; the delegates, thirsting for blood, applauded loudly.”* 

The main discussion at the conference was not on the opposi- 
tion, but on Stalin’s new theory of “socialism in one country.” It 
bore the stamp of his mind and outlook, and it marked the begin- 
ning of the Stalinist era. The Russian revolutionary drive had 
been losing momentum since the end of the Civil War and the 
process had accelerated after Lenin’s death. A new policy was 
needed that would inspire the Russian people to undertake the 
superhuman task of carrying their country on from the October 
Revolution towards socialism and communism. That policy was 
“socialism in one country.” Its emotional appeal was overwhelm- 
ing. It aroused a new fervor in the party, and pride in the revolu- 
tion spread beyond the party ranks. It was a declaration of inde- 
pendence from the West and of faith in the capacity of their 
country to forge ahead, creating its own future alone and unsup- 
ported. Backward Russia, for so long treated as lagging on the 
Outskirts of Western civilization, would show herself to be ad- 
vanced and at the center of civilization in the coming millennium. 

Stalin’s major contribution to Russian communist doctrine had 
its origins in the polemics with Trotsky after the publication of 
“Lessons of October.” Of the heresies alleged against Trotsky, the 
most important was the basic theory that the success of the Rus- 
sian Revolution depended on the support of revolutions in the in- 
dustrial West. As a Russian nationalist Stalin instinctively re- 
belled against this assumption of dependence. Since the Mongol 
conquest in the thirteenth century, Russia had forged her own civ- 
lization, taking what she wanted from other countries but never 
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depending on them; indeed, the ingrained Muscovite tradition 
insisted that Russian civilization was superior, and it was Russia’s 
mission to lead the world. 

Stalin nevertheless had to contend with the fact that Lenin had 
always accepted as fundamental the dependence of Russia’s Revo- 
lution on world revolution or at least revolution in the industrial 
West. To Trotsky, the internationalist who scorned nationalism 
in any form, it was unthinkable that Russia could pursue a revolu- 
tionary course except as part of the world proletariat. He had sim- 
ply taken this assumption for granted in “Lessons of October.” 

Stalin had accepted this theory. As late as April 1924, when giv- 
ing his lectures on “Foundations of Leninism,” he had expressly 
confirmed that Russia’s Revolution would succeed only as part of 
the international revolution. But he had growing doubts. Revolu- 
tions had failed to materialize in the West, and the socialist bid 
for power in 1923 in Germany, on which Lenin, Trotsky, and 
others had pinned so much hope, had been a fiasco. It was pat- 
ently unrealistic to expect revolution in the West in the foresee- 
able future. Did this mean that the Russian Revolution must in- 
evitably fail or that it must somehow mark time until the rest of 
the world was ready? 

Searching in Lenin’s writings for ammunition against Trotsky, 
he came upon an article, written in 1915, which contained the 
germ of the idea of the new policy. Lenin had written that, since 
capitalist countries had not all developed at the same pace, it was 
possible that revolution would come in some countries earlier 
than in others, and that it might even break out first in one coun- 
try. He did not mention Russia specifically, and probably had not 
had Russia in mind as that one country. Seizing on this tenuous 
statement, Stalin developed his concept of “socialism in one coun- 
try,” creating the impression that Lenin had envisaged and ap- 
proved this possibility and, incidentally, that Trotsky had rejected 
it. 

Stalin’s idea was first considered by the Politburo in April 1925. 
Zinoviev and Kamenev had agreed without enthusiasm to its in- 
clusion in the resolution to be submitted to the Fourteenth Party 
Congress in December 1925. It had aroused no great interest 
among the delegates, who had endorsed it as a matter of abstract 
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doctrine without immediate practical application. Then in Janu- 
ary 1926, after his triumph at the congress, Stalin wrote his article 
“On Questions of Leninism” in which he answered opposition 
criticisms and then dealt with the main obstacles to the creation 
of socialism in one country. The first was the backwardness of the 
Russian economy, which was a challenge to the faith and ability of 
the people. The real threat was that the capitalist powers, having 
entered upon a period of stabilization, might attack Soviet Russia. 
To counter this danger the Soviet Union must withdraw and in 
isolation pursue a policy of intensive industrialization. She would 
then prepare herself to repel any capitalist attack and at the same 
time surge forward irresistibly towards industrial socialism. This ar- 
ticle was reprinted in a volume entitled “Questions of Leninism,” 
which provided a fundamental text of the party in the years 
ahead. 

At the Fifteenth Party Conference “socialism in one country” 
was discussed and approved in principle. Stalin made full use of 
its appeal. He taunted the opposition with being men of little 
faith; they had no confidence in the power of the Russian party 
and of the Russian people to build socialism in their own country. 
The policy as he presented it posed a dramatic challenge to the 
party and the people to embark on heroic action. 

Although defeated at every stage, the opposition leaders did not 
give up. They seized on two events in May 1927 to renew their at- 
tacks. The first event was the murder of Chinese communists in 
Shanghai by Chiang Kai-shek’s troops. They charged that the 
official foreign policy, condoning alliances with noncommunist re- 
gimes and in this case the Kuomintang, was contrary to the princi- 
ples of international communism. The sufferings of brother com- 
munists in China demonstrated the failure of the party leaders. 
Trotsky charged further that this was a natural outcome of the 
“petty bourgeois theory of socialism in one country.” 

The criticisms made an impression on the rank-and-file members 
who were readily aroused by the struggles of foreign comrades. But 
then a genuine fear of capitalist attack caused alarm. In May 1927 
the British police raided the offices of the Soviet Trade Delegation 
in London and found evidence of subversive communist activities. 
The British government reacted strongly by breaking off diplomatic 
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relations with the Soviet Union. In Moscow this was interpreted, 
quite mistakenly, as the first step by Britain to a declaration of 
war. The opposition protested that a change of leaders was essen- 
tial, if the country was to defend itself in war, and that the support 
of the true foreign revolutionaries, who were now being denounced 
as deviationists, should be enlisted in Russia’s coming struggle. 
Stalin and his supporters answered that this was the time when 
party unity mattered above all else and that the oppositionists 
should put aside their differences and rally to the party. 

The war scare died away, but the ferment continued in the 
party. Stalin’s patience with the opposition leaders was exhausted. 
He had always stood against their expulsion, and at the Four- 
teenth Congress in December 1925 he had explained why he had 
opposed the demand of Zinoviev and Kamenev for the expulsion 
of Trotsky. Now his view was different. The party would be at risk 
so long as the oppositionists were active within its ranks. Lenin 
would never have tolerated them. He had been determined in 
1917 and later to smash the Mensheviks and the SRs, and he had 
insisted in 1921 on the prohibition of factions within the Bolshe- 
vik party. Stalin himself had always shared his view that the party 
must be completely united. He had hoped that some genuine set- 
tlement might be reached. This hope was no longer tenable. The 
party and the regime were facing immense problems and fighting 
to survive. The opposition exercised a debilitating influence, 
which was not permissible at this crucial time. 

At the Plenum of the Central Committee at the end of July 
1927 he moved a resolution for the expulsion of Trotsky and 
Zinoviev from the committee. He could be sure of a majority in 
the committee, whereas in the Politburo the right-wing members 
—Bukharin, Rykov, Tomsky, and Kalinin—were said to oppose 
such drastic action. The Central Committee approved the resolu- 
tion, but then it was rescinded. Ordzhonikidze, who was now 
chairman of the Central Control Commission, had mediated with 
the opposition, who once again had made a declaration of uncon- 
ditional surrender. Stalin then agreed to the withdrawal of the res- 
olution. It was clear, however, that time was running out for the 
opposition leaders. 

In September 1927, as preparations were getting under way for 











Overthrow of the Opposition, 1924-27 219 


the Fifteenth Party Congress, the opposition drew up the third 
statement of their aims and policies. Their chief purpose was to 
change the party leadership, eliminating the right-wing and Stalin 
in particular, although the statement did not specify names. 
Members elected by the Congress to the Central Committee 
“must,” it declared, “be independent of the apparatus” and 
“closely associated with the masses,” a formula which would have 
excluded Stalin and most of his supporters. 

The opposition presented their statement to the Central Com- 
mittee with the demand that it be printed and circulated to all 
delegates to the Congress. Expecting that their demand would be 
rejected, as indeed it was, they had set up a secret printing press, 
intending to print the statement for mass circulation. The OGPU 
knew in advance about their plans and seized the printing press. 
All who were directly involved were arrested and at once expelled 
from the party, but the leaders remained free for the time being. 
Desperate and frustrated in their efforts to publicize their views, 
they addressed meetings of workers. The Central Committee, 
meeting jointly with the Central Control Commission on October 
21-23, 1927, again severely reprimanded them, but they remained 
members and at liberty. 

On November 7, 1927, the tenth anniversary of the Revolution, 
Trotsky and Zinoviev promoted demonstrations in Moscow and 
Leningrad. The demonstrations were thinly attended and ineftec- 
tual, but they were a grave breach of party rules. Again the 
OGPU was ready. The police and organized bands of thugs broke 
up the demonstrations and many were arrested. A week later 
Trotsky and Zinoviev were expelled from the party. The Congress 
endorsed their expulsion and expelled in addition a further sev- 
enty-five oppositionists of the Trotsky-Zinoviev group, as well as 
fifteen Democratic Centralists. The Congress demonstrated with 
enthusiasm in support of the party leaders. Certain groups of op- 
Positionists signed declarations of obedience to the decisions of 
the Congress and petitioned to be readmitted to membership. 
Trotsky himself signed several of these petitions but to no avail. 
Zinoviev and Kamenev petitioned to be readmitted and abjectly 
Tecanted, confessing that their opposition views had been an- 
tiparty and anti-Leninist. Their conduct was pitiful. They were 
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told that their pleas would be considered in due course and they 
were left to wait. Months later they were readmitted to the party 
and even given minor appointments, but their political careers 
were at an end. 

In January 1928 Trotsky and some thirty other oppositionists 
departed from Moscow by train to distant parts of the country. 
Trotsky was sent to Alma-Ata in Central Asia; for him it was the 
beginning of a long exile. 


20 


The Leader Emerges 
1926-29 


At some time shortly before the Fifteenth Party Congress, Stalin 
reached a momentous decision. It did not happen with dramatic 
suddenness, but came to him gradually, flowing with a terrible in- 
evitability from the country’s predicament. It was a decision de- 
manding courage and determination and the fanatic conviction 
that the survival of Soviet Russia depended upon it. It was a deci- 
sion to plunge the country into an era of headlong indus- 
tmalization and collectivization. 

Stalin had made up his mind that there was no alternative. In- 
dustry was backward and small in scale, and agriculture primitive 
and unreliable in output. Communist rule was threatened by the 
capitalist powers, who would strike as soon as they were ready, 
Sweeping away the party, destroying the gains of the Revolution, 
and enslaving the nation. He had read widely and knew Russia’s 
history. This had been her fate whenever she was weak and lack- 
ing firm leadership. But to Stalin the country had never been so 
enfeebled and vulnerable as in the 1920s, when the party was un- 
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dermined by opposition factions and when the leadership was at 
the mercy of the great amorphous mass of over 100 million peas- 
ants stubbornly opposed to change and antagonistic to the com- 
munist regime and its purpose of leading the nation into a new 
era of strength and socialist prosperity. 

There was no time to lose in building industry, collectivizing ag- 
riculture, and creating a strong economy. And always in the fore- 
front of Stalin’s mind was the imperative need to build Russia’s 
military might so that she could stand proud and secure against 
the nations of the world. These had been the goals of Peter 
the Great, whom he admired as a hero and a model. In No- 
vember 1928, addressing the Central Committee, he declared that 
“when Peter the Great, competing with the more developed 
Westem countries, feverishly constructed industrial works and 
factories to provide supplies for the army and to strengthen the 
country’s defence, this was an attempt to liquidate her back- 
wardness.”4. The theme of liquidating Russia’s backwardness 
began to recur in his speeches and articles. 

Peter had been autocrat, wielding absolute power and imposing 
his will on the nation. This was the Russian tradition; it was what 
the people had always known and expected. Stalin had begun to 
see himself as heir to this tradition. He cast himself in the role of 
leader because none of the other party leaders was remotely capa- 
ble of assuming it, and because he had developed a buming sense 
of his mission to lead Russia. Shared leadership was weak leader- 
ship, as had been amply demonstrated since Lenin’s death. He 
must rule as the great Tsars had ruled, but he was not yet armed 
with the necessary power. 

The policy of concessions to the peasantry to encourage grain 
production and marketability appeared to have been successful. 
Two good harvests had given outstanding yields. Adjustment of 
the agricultural tax and improvements in the efficiency of the 
state and co-operative purchasing organizations had produced re- 
sults. The grain collection for the year July 1926-June 1927 
amounted to 10.6 million tons, compared with 8.4 million tons in 
the previous year. Not only had more grain been produced and 
marketed, but a larger proportion of the grain had been gathered 
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into the public sector. This meant that the export target figure of 
275 million rubles was almost reached. 

By the end of 1926 a mood of optimism was spreading through 
the party. Bukharin and Rykov, who had argued insistently for the 
official policy, were exultant. The left-wing opposition, led by 
Trotsky and Zinoviev had, they claimed, proved wrong. Rykov, 
presenting the report on the economy to the Fifteenth Party Con- 
ference in October 1926, declared that industry and agriculture 
were progressing side by side. 

The opposition was taken aback by the initial success of the 
official policy. Zinoviev, Kamenev, Pyatakov, Sokolnikov, Trotsky, 
and Evdokimov went so far as to sign a declaration on October 
16, 1926, which was in effect a confession of defeat and of support 
for the official policy. But in the conference discussions, Trotsky 
made the point that “the economic experience since April [the 
previous conference] has been too small to give us any hope of 
converting the comrades.” 

Although gratified by the apparent success of the official policy, 
Stalin and the more perceptive members of the party were trou- 
bled by the agricultural situation. As communists they were 
obsessed with the kulaks, who were class enemies. Attempts had 
been made by progressive rates of tax and in other ways to restrict 
their growing wealth, but with little effect. The fact was that the 
kulak was not the oppressive monster denounced at party meet- 
ings, but the efficient peasant who worked hard, showed initiative, 
hired labor, and leased additional land, and was an important 
producer of the grain surpluses so desperately needed to feed the 
towns and for export. A resolution of the Central Committee in 
April 1926, however, acknowledged with grave misgiving “the 
inevitable strengthening of the kulaks in the present period of 
NEP” and referred to “the struggle of kulak elements to control 
the countryside.”3 

Another factor clouding the widespread optimism was the 
amount of grain held back and accumulated by the peasants. It 
was estimated that by July 1, 1926, some 6 million tons had been 
hoarded, a figure expected nearly to double by the end of the year. 
Six months later Rykov admitted that the amount of grain in 
Peasant hands was even higher, which meant that “the tempo of 
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development of the economy is to a significant extent retarded.”4 

Stalin was well aware that the criticisms of the Trotsky-Zinoviev 
opposition had validity. The official policy of promoting the pros- 
perity of the peasants as the only way to generate capital might 
well have to be modified by using more forceful methods to ex- 
tract this capital. It was unacceptable, too, as well as dangerous, 
that the workers’ standard of living lagged far behind that of the 
prospering peasants. 

In the debate leading up to the Fifteenth Party Congress, to be 
held in December 1927, Bukharin and Rykov continued to display 
optimism, but there was strong emphasis on “a more decisive 
offensive against the kulak.” The opposition countered in their 
policy statement with a section, headed “Official optimism is an 
aid to the enemy,” declaring that “capitalism in the countryside is 
growing absolutely and relatively, and every day sees an increase in 
the dependence of the Soviet state and its industry on the raw ma- 
terial and export resources of the well-to-do and kulak sector of 
the countryside.”5 

At the Fifteenth Congress the mounting crisis, threatened by 
a decline in grain deliveries, intensified the underlying uneasiness. 
The need for collectivization and industrialization was stressed. In 
his general report to the Congress, Stalin spoke of “a transition to 
collective cultivation of the soil on the basis of a new and higher 
technique.” He gave no hint of the tremendous decision already 
in his mind. He was impatient for action, but the time was not yet 
ripe. Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky in the Politburo and other 
right-wing supporters would oppose any policy to abandon NEP 
and to use force against the peasantry. 

The crisis, threatening famine in the early months of 1928, was 
due not to failure in production, but to refusal of the peasants to 
deliver their grain. Prosperity had brought a new spirit of inde- 
pendence among them and a readiness to defy the party and gov- 
emment. Urgent measures were introduced to avert calamity. Party 
workers, more than 30,000 in number, were sent to important re- 
gions to extract grain from the peasants. The party leaders them- 
selves traveled to regions where the peasants were notably unco- 
operative. Stalin set out on January 15, 1928, to visit parts of 
Siberia. There the harvest had produced a record yield, but sur- 
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pluses had been held back. He admonished and exhorted, and even 
threatened that grain hoarders would be prosecuted under Article 
107 of the criminal code of the R.S.F.S.R., a new article added 
only in the previous year. Under this pressure peasants rebelled in 
some districts, and their hostility towards Moscow intensified. 
The amount of grain collected increased, but some 250,000 tons 
had to be imported and precious foreign exchange used to pay for 
it. Early in 1928 it became clear that the peasants, whose surpluses 
had often been extracted by brutal methods, were sowing less so 
that they would have no grain surplus. 

Stalin had not yet revealed his new policy. Rumors had begun 
to spread after the defeat of the left opposition that NEP would 
soon be abolished. But at the joint meeting of the Central Com- 
mittee and the Central Control Commission on April 6-11, 1928, 
these “malicious rumors” were firmly denied. Soon afterwards, 
however, at the meeting of the Central Executive Committee of 
the All-Union Congress of Soviets, Stalin introduced the draft of 
a new land law, severely restricting peasant rights. It met with 
strong opposition and was withdrawn, it was said, to allow for fur- 
ther discussion. The draft nevertheless revealed one part of the 
policy he had in mind. 

At this time Gosplan, the State Planning Commission, was 
working on a plan for the over-all development of industry, as in- 
structed by the Fifteenth Party Congress. The commission en- 
visaged a gradual industrial growth based on estimates of agricul- 
tural expansion. The Gosplan economists were astounded in May 
1928, when Kuibyshev as head of the kommissariat responsible for 
the economy suddenly demanded an expansion of 130 per cent in 
industry within five years. To the protest that this was impossible 
came the reply: “Our task is not to study economics, but to 
change it. We are bound by no laws. There are no fortresses 
which Bolsheviks cannot storm.”® At the end of May Stalin pro- 
claimed to the party his new policy of collectivization and rapid in- 
dustrialization. He presented it as a challenge and the only course 
open to the nation.’ . 

Bukharin, Rykov, and others supporting right-wing policy made 
no public comment at this time, but they were alarmed. The force 
used against the peasants in extracting their grain during the past 
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months had horrified them. Stalin’s new policy portended the abo- 
lition of NEP and the use of compulsion against the peasantry in 
place of their policy of persuasion. They knew that they could not 
hope to gain the support of the party against Stalin, but there 
might be the possibility of defeating him in the Politburo and the 
Central Committee. 

The meeting of the Central Committee from July 4 to 12 
(1928) was stormy, but the official account, published in the So- 
viet press at the time, maintained that a spirit of compromise had 
reigned. The resolution passed by the committee on the agricul- 
tural problem affirmed again that there was no thought of repeal- 
ing NEP, and rumors to the contrary were dismissed as “counter- 
revolutionary chatter.”® The small and middle peasants would 
continue to be the main grain producers. Severe restrictions on 
the kulaks and the brutal methods used in extracting grain from 
the peasantry amounted to “breaches of revolutionary legality” 
and were denounced. 

Stalin’s speeches to the Central Committee, which were only 
published long afterwards, revealed that he had spoken bluntly 
about the need for the new policy. Industrialization was moving 
too slowly, and to promote more rapid development it was neces- 
sary to exact “tribute” from the peasantry temporarily to generate 
the necessary capital. It was an “unpleasant business,” but there 
was no other source of capital, and Bolsheviks could not shut their 
eyes to things merely because they were unpleasant.® In the Polit- 
buro and now in the Central Committee he had come into head- 
long conflict with Bukharin and Rykov. 

On July 11, 1928, before the close of the Central Committee 
session, Bukharin called suddenly on Kameney. He was in a highly 
excitable state and near to panic. “Do not let anyone know of our 
meeting!” he exclaimed. “Do not telephone; it is overheard. The 
GPU is following me and watching you also. . . . We consider 
Stalin’s line fatal to the revolution. This tine is leading us to the 
abyss. Our disagreements with Stalin are far far more serious than 
those we have with you. . . . He is an unprincipled intriguer who 
subordinates everything to his appetite for power. At any given 
moment he will change his theories in order to get rid of some- 








The Leader Emerges, 1926-29 227 


one. . . . He will strangle us!” Several times he referred to Stalin 
as “the Genghiz Khan of the Secretariat.”2° 

Bukharin, who had done so much to destroy Kamenev politi- 
cally, now approached him secretly, because he was expecting 
Stalin to seek alliance with Kameney and Zinoviev, and even with 
Trotsky in order to defeat the right wing. In his hysterical out- 
burst he revealed how little he understood his adversary. In fact, 
Stalin was staking everything on enforcing his extreme policy. It 
was a bold and courageous step. It might easily miscarry, and then 
his opponents would tum on him savagely. Bukharin was desper- 
ate, too, because, outmatched and overruled, he felt the menace 
of Stalin’s opposition and foresaw that, like Trotsky, he was soon 
to be excommunicated and crushed. 

Kamenev was not carried away by Bukharin’s pleas for support. 
He was noncommittal and decided “to wait calmly for signals 
from the other camp.”2! Like Bukharin, he, Zinoviev, and Trotsky 
still clung to their pathetic belief that they were indispensable to 
Stalin and that they would be recalled to play their parts in the 
central organs of the party. The habit of underestimating Stalin 
lingered. Bukharin had calculated that with the support of Ya- 
goda, the deputy head of OGPU, of Kalinin, Voroshilov, and 
Ordzhonikidze, the right wing would be able to vote down the 
new policy. But they voted with Stalin. Bukharin alleged that he 
had some kind of hold over them; in fact, he dominated them by 
force of character and leadership. 

At this stage, Stalin avoided any public break with Bukharin, 
Rykov, and Tomsky and their supporters. Rumors of conflict be- 
tween the party leaders were still firmly denied. At this time, too, 
foreign delegates had gathered in Moscow for the Sixth Congress 
of the Comintern, which met there from July 17 until September 
1, 1928. A special statement, addressed to the Comintern and 
signed by all members of the Politburo, including Bukharin and 
Rykov, denied that there were any disagreements between the 
Russian leaders. But the rumors persisted, encouraged by a whis- 
pering campaign directed against Bukharin. 

Stalin now engineered the final defeat of the right wing through 
the congress of the Comintern. He himself had suffered severe 
criticism from Trotsky and others for supporting alliances with 
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noncommunist elements in China and in Britain. He now aban- 
doned this policy and those who supported it. The congress 
passed resolutions condemning right-wing reformists. Bukharin 
and other right-wing leaders had misgivings, but tamely supported 
the new line. The Comintem resolutions served as a prelude to a 
similar change in direction within the Russian party. On Septem- 
ber 18 (1928) Pravda stated that the struggle against the right- 
wing pro-kulak forces was equally vital in Russia. 

At the end of September (1928) Bukharin published in Pravda, 
of which he was still nominally the editor, an article entitled 
“Notes of an Economist,” which brought the conflict into the 
open. The article was a reasoned statement of right-wing policy to- 
wards industry and agriculture. Stalin conceded that it presented a 
justifiable, if abstract, point of view.2? But Bukharin and his sup- 
porters did not realize that Russia could not afford the time for 
slow and gradual reconstruction; it was a matter of terrible ur- 
gency. Moreover, he was convinced that peasant nonco-operation 
would cripple the all-important industrialization program, and 
also he would not accept that the party and its policies should be 
at the mercy of the conservative, anticommunist masses. 

While still maintaining the fiction of unity among the lead- 
ers, Stalin struck against his opponents. He removed three of 
Uglanov’s chief lieutenants in the Moscow party organization, in 
which the right-wing challenge was, he declared, particularly 
strong. But again he asserted that there was no conflict within the 
Politburo.4® Bukharin and his colleagues also kept up the pre- 
tense of unity in public. But they were more and more desperate. 
Bukharin made a further approach to Kamenev, apparently with- 
out result, and indeed there was little that Kamenev or Zinoviev 
could do in their isolation. With the support of Tomsky he made 
an attempt in the Politburo to remove Stalin’s chief allies, but 
this failed completely. Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky threatened 
to resign, and to avoid the crisis that this would have caused, 
Stalin agreed to several compromise resolutions in the Central 
Committee. In a speech published in Pravda and other papers, he 
again denied rumors of conflict in the Politburo. 

Inexorably he pressed ahead with his plans. To the meeting of 
the Central Committee on November 16-24 (1928) he enun- 
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ciated the principles of his policy. Socialism would be achieved in 
Russia, he stated, only by “catching up with and overtaking” the 
capitalist nations in economic and industrial development. Fur- 
thermore military strength that would ensure the security of the 
nation and of the Soviet regime depended on a strong and devel- 
oped industry. There was no time to lose, for, as was incul- 
cated by communist dogma, the capitalist powers were watching 
and waiting for the opportunity to destroy the young socialist na- 
tion. 

Bukharin and the right-wing group were defenseless and de- 
feated. Stalin displaced their key supporters and prepared to imple- 
ment his policy. On November 27 (1928) Uglanov and others were 
sacked from the Moscow party organization. In the following 
month the Central Executive Committee approved a new law, 
depriving the peasantry of their remaining individual rights to the 
land. 

At this time, too, Stalin was undermining the authority of 
Tomsky, who had always maintained strong control over the trade 
unions. The Eighth Trade Union Congress, meeting at the end 
of December 1928, duly approved the program for industrializa- 
tion, which, as revised by Kuibyshev, set impossibly high targets. 
The congress also endorsed the demand for more democracy and 
freedom of criticism within the unions and for the removal of 
“bureaucratic officials” no matter how senior. This was aimed di- 
rectly at Tomsky, who was renowned for his authoritarian methods. 
He offered to resign and his offer was rejected, but he was removed 
the following year. Power over the trade unions passed into the 
hands of five of Stalin’s men, including Kaganovich, whom the 
congress elected to its presidium. 

Bukharin and Rykov knew that the end was near. They and 
their supporters were under observation by the OGPU. Bukharin’s 
approaches to Kamenev were known and, indeed, left-wing sup- 
porters of Trotsky who were in exile abroad had published an ac- 
count of Bukharin’s secret meeting. Among Russian Social Demo- 
crats there was no room for charity or forbearance towards 
defeated enemies, only for vicious hostility. Bukharin had never 
been a contender for the leadership, like Trotsky and Zinoviev. He 
was content to accept Stalin’s primacy, but was desperately con- 
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cerned about the extreme policies, especially towards the peas- 
antry, on which Stalin was determined. He was a gentle, emo- 
tional intellectual, awed by Stalin’s ruthless determination to take 
action which would involve wide-scale violence and possibly civil 
war. 

In a last attempt to alert the party to the dangers as he saw 
them, Bukharin delivered a long speech on January 21, 1929, the 
anniversary of Lenin’s death. It was published in Pravda and as a 
pamphlet with the evocative title “Lenin’s Political Testament.” 
He quoted Lenin to emphasize that a period of peaceful develop- 
ment was needed and that a “third revolution” must be avoided. 

Stalin was losing patience with this debate on policies, when 
immediate action was needed. In February (1929) Bukharin, 
Rykov, and Tomsky were summoned before the party Control 
Commission, charged with making contact with the disgraced left- 
wing leader, Kamenev. They at once laid a complaint with the 
Politburo which, according to Stalin’s subsequent report, criticized 
the rule of one man and “bureaucratization.” They also urged a 
slowing down of industrialization and a halt to the setting up of 
collective and state farms, the restoration of private trade, and an 
end to the extreme measures against the kulaks. The Politburo, 
meeting with the Presidium of the Central Control Commission, 
condemned their views, especially their apparent defense of the 
kulaks, their conduct in approaching Kameney and in threatening 
to resign, and denounced them for forming a faction. 

In April 1929 Stalin delivered a lengthy attack on Bukharin at 
the meeting of the Central Committee. He would not allow the 
right-wing leaders to appear as the champions of the peasantry or 
of a gradual and undemanding economic policy. The right wing 
was, he declared, so eager for union with the peasants that they 
even embraced the kulaks. They were at one extreme while the 
Trotskyites in opposing any union with the peasants were at the 
other, and both extremes were wrong. He took the middle way of 
union with the poor and middle peasants against the kulaks. A 
campaign, discrediting Bukharin as a theoretician, began. The 
Central Committee denounced the right-wing leaders and recom- 
mended that Bukharin and Tomsky should be removed from all 
offices held by them. The judgment of the Central Committee 
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was circulated within the party and not made public at this stage. 
But the split in the party leadership was soon widely known. 

Bukharin, the “favorite of the whole party,” as Lenin had called 
him, had been a friend and member of Stalin’s family circle, but 
this did not protect him. Stalin abhorred weakness, passivity, de- 
featism. He interpreted the policies of the right oppositionists in 
these terms, and held them up to cruel ridicule. “Have you ever 
seen fishermen before the storm on a great river like the Yenisei?” 
he said to the joint plenum of the Central Committee and the 
Central Control Commission in April 1929. “I have more than 
once. It happens that one group of fishermen mobilizes all its 
forces in the face of the oncoming storm, inspires its people, and 
boldly heads the boat into the storm, saying ‘Hold fast, boys! 
Tighter on the rudder! Cut through the waves! We'll win!’ 

“But there is another kind of fishermen who lose heart when 
they see the storm coming, start to whine, and demoralize their 
own ranks. ‘Oh woe, the storm is breaking! Lie down, boys, on the 
bottom of the boat, close your eyes! Maybe, somehow, we'll be 
carried into the shore!’ [General laughter] 

“Need it be demonstrated that the Bukharin group’s outlook 
and behaviour are as similar as two drops of water to the outlook 
and behaviour of the second group of fishermen, those who retreat 
in panic in the face of difficulties?”2* 

The meeting roared with laughter which expressed scorn for 
Bukharin and his weakling associates. It was this meeting that 
marked the end of Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky and the right 
Opposition as a political force. The party was in a heroic mood. It 
needed positive, forthright leadership, and at this juncture it had 
no patience with cautious men who showed fear of the dangers. 

On April 23-29 (1929) the Sixteenth Party Conference met 
and unanimously adopted the five-year plan for industrialization 
and the policy of rapid collectivization. Rykov, anxious to be re- 
stored to favor, proposed the adoption of the plan and delivered a 
stirring speech in support of it. Bukharin and Tomsky did not 
speak, but evidently voted for the new policies. 

Stalin now dealt with his opponents, removing them from their 
various offices. Bukharin and the other right leaders were guilty of 
attempting to form a faction with former Trotskyites and of “col- 
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laboration with capitalist elements.” To ensure that they were all 
discredited in the eyes of the party and of the people, they were 
required to make public confessions of their errors in most humili- 
ating terms. On November 26 (1929) Bukharin, Rykov, and 
Tomsky made their final confession of defeat and publicly ac- 
knowledged the wisdom of Stalin’s policies. 
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The New Leader 
1929-34 





On December 21, 1929, the nation celebrated Stalin’s fiftieth 
birthday with unprecedented extravagance. Newspapers vied in 
their eulogies. Enormous portraits covered the walls of the Krem- 
lin. Statues and busts dominated the squares and public buildings 
of every town. Party organizations, factories, collectives, and sim- 
ple groups of people in every part of the country sent him avowals 
of loyalty. The slogan “Stalin is the Lenin of today” appeared on 
banners and was chanted at public meetings. Stalin, the Man of 
Steel, was commemorated in new names of cities and towns, and 
the highest mountain in the Pamirs was called Mount Stalin. The 
name and the portrait became part of the daily lives of the people. 
It was the beginning of the Stalin cult, which developed on a phe- 
nomenal scale. 

This frenetic adulation was in part the enthusiastic work of the 
party machine in Moscow and of party officials throughout the 
country. They were praising and ensuring that the people joined 
in praising their chief, the General Secretary of the party. They 
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owed their positions to him and they knew how his authority 
could reach into the most distant corners of the party organi- 
zation. But servility and self-interest were accompanied by genu- 
ine veneration. 

The demonstrations of worship were in part a spontaneous pop- 
ular expression of relief and gratification that at last Russia had a 
strong leader. The traditions of five and more centuries were re- 
vived and gave strength to the cult of Lenin and even more to 
that of Stalin, who certainly encouraged the cult. Indeed, once it 
had gathered momentum it is doubtful whether he could have 
halted it. He was already in some degree a prisoner of his own 
power and position. But the cult was important in buttressing his 
authority within the party and among the people. The power of 
the Tsars had been their unassailable heritage and upheld by the 
Orthodox Church. He depended on the cult and on the almost 
mystical veneration of the Communist party as the foundations of 
his leadership. 

While accepting the need for the cult, however, Stalin probably 
took little active part in promoting it. The Yugoslav communist 
Milovan Djilas, meeting him in 1945, formed the opinion that 
“the deification of Stalin . . . was at least as much the work of 
Stalin’s circle and the bureaucracy, who required such a leader, as 
it was his own doing.”! 

Stalin was, in fact, not a vain, self-obsessed man who had to be 
surrounded by fawning and flattery. He detested this mass adula- 
tion of his person, and throughout his life he went to great 
lengths to avoid demonstrations in his honor. Indeed, he was to 
be seen in public only at party congresses and at ceremonial occa- 
sions on Red Square, when he was a remote figure standing on 
Lenin’s mausoleum.? He had the same lack of personal vanity as 
Peter the Great and Lenin, but like them he had the same su- 
premely arrogant conviction, transcending mere vanity, that he 
was the man of destiny, who held the key to the future and knew 
what was right for the people and for Russia and, as Djilas ob- 
served, “that he was carrying out the will of history.”® 

An immeasurable gulf seemed to separate the man of 1929, aged 
fifty, from the small boy at the theological school in Gori and 
the pock-marked youth who attended the seminary in Tiflis and 
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was destined for the priesthood. At every stage of his career he 
had grown in stature, showing the confidence and ability to meet 
greater challenges. He possessed a natural authority, an inner 
strength and courage. He was not overwhelmed by the responsi- 
bilities that now lay upon him as sole ruler over a nation of 200 
million people, and at a time when its survival was threatened. 
He did not play safe, evading dangers which might lead to destruc- 
tion; on the contrary, although cautious by nature, he pursued his 
objectives with an implacable single-mindedness, undeterred by 
risks. Indeed, he was about to plunge the nation into a new revolu- 
tion, which, as he saw clearly, might end in catastrophe. 

As a person, however, Stalin had not changed greatly. He had 
power and position, but showed no interest in possessions and 
luxuries. His tastes were simple and he lived austerely. In summer 
he wore a plain military tunic of linen and in winter a similar 
tunic of wool, and an overcoat that was some fifteen years old. 
He also had a short fur coat with squirrel on the inside and reindeer 
skin on the outside, which he started wearing soon after the Rev- 
olution and continued to wear with an old fur hat until his death. 
The presents, many of them valuable and even priceless works of 
craftsmanship, sent to him from all parts of the country and, on 
the occasion of his seventieth birthday, from all over the world, 
embarrassed him. He felt that it would be wrong to make any 
personal use of such gifts. And, as his daughter noted: “He could 
not imagine why people would want to send him all these things.” 
It was an insight into the paradoxical humility of this extraordinary 
man. 

Stalin labored to maintain direct contact with every branch of 
the party and of the government. It was a personal supervision 
that several autocrats, Nicholas I in particular, had tried, and failed 
dismally to exercise. Stalin was more effective, although he had 
to depend on a vast, cumbrous bureaucratic machine. It was a 
mammoth task which meant working exceedingly long hours. Early 
in his career he had formed the habit of working through the night 
and sleeping for brief spells during the day, and members of the 
Politburo and senior officials had to follow suit. For long periods 
he did not leave the office adjoining his small apartment in the 
Kremlin. Whenever he could in summer, however, he went to his 
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small country house at Zubalovo, not far from Moscow. This was 
the home in which he lived with his wife and children, relatives 
and friends, and there at this time he appeared to be a relaxed 
family man. 

From glimpses given by Stalin’s daughter, the house at Zuba- 
lovo must then have had the warm and lively atmosphere of a 
landowner’s country house before the Revolution. There were 
nannies and tutors, a cook and servants, and crowds of relatives 
and friends, living with a kind of boisterous harmony under the 
one roof. The mother and father, sister and two brothers of 
Nadya, Stalin’s wife, lived there or were frequent visitors. Ord- 
zhonikidze, Voroshilov, and Molotov and their wives, Kirov, Bu- 
kharin, and others were often in the house. There were family din- 
ners, picnics in the woods, and the noise of children. But there 
were also discords, centered chiefly on Nadya, for while she ran 
the home, giving it much of the family atmosphere, she was un- 
happy and unable to adjust to the position that marriage had 
brought her. 

Nadya had been bom in Baku and brought up in the Caucasus. 
Within her family circle she had imbibed the revolutionary 
spirit. She grew to be a beautiful young woman, Oriental and at 
times languid in appearance, but she had no time for appearances, 
and was typical of her generation in her zeal to work for the 
socialist millennium. No doubt as a girl she had idealized Stalin 
whom she remembered as a revolutionary on the run, harbored by 
her parents, and then as the revolutionary just returned from Si- 
beria. Marriage with such a man probably seemed to her the 
highest form of service to the Revolution, but there was also a 
true and deep attraction between them. 

Nayda’s mother expressed opposition to the marriage. She and 
her husband had known Stalin for some twenty years and had al- 
ways regarded him as a close friend, almost as a son. But she her- 
self had suffered from being married to a revolutionary. Nadya 
was young and romantic. She had been spoiled by her sister and 
two brothers. Her mother probably saw no lasting happiness for 
her in marriage with a hardened revolutionary like Stalin. There 
was, moreover, the age gap of twenty-two years between them. 

Nadya married Stalin in 1918. They lived at first in the Kremlin 
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in Moscow, and she quickly came to hate the stone-walled for- 
tress. She had been working as a secretary in Stalin’s Kommis- 
sariat for the Nationalities. After her marriage she joined Lenin’s 
team of secretaries, headed by L. A. Fotyeva. Then she accompa- 
nied her husband to Tsaritsyn. Life in the grim, hunger-ridden 
city, torn by violence over grain deliveries and threatened by 
White forces, would have been a cruel experience for a young 
wife. 

From the start, her married life must have been hard and 
lonely. Her husband was engaged at the front during the Civil War 
and then completely committed to the party in the continuing 
crises and the struggle for power. No doubt he neglected her for 
long periods and was frequently brusque and distracted, but he 
was not wholly neglectful or insensitive to her feelings. Once 
when she was feeling ill after a public reception, he put her to bed 
and comforted her. “So you love me a little after all,” she said to 
him.5 It was one incident, but probably typical of many incidents 
which in some marriages become overlaid by bitterness. Their son, 
Vasily, had been born in 1920, and their daughter, Svetlana, in 
1926. But the mariage was under constant strain, mainly, it 
would seem, because of his absorption in his work. On one occa- 
sion she took the two children and went to live with her father in 
Leningrad, but soon she returned to Moscow. 

Nadya was rarely with her children and gave them little affec- 
tion. She was nevertheless a conscientious mother, who took care 
that they had a full program of lessons with nurses and tutors. She 
tended to favor Vasily, her son, possibly because his father was 
strict with him. She was severe towards Svetlana, who was her fa- 
ther’s favorite. Stalin was affectionate and playful with his daugh- 
ter, writing notes, addressed to her as Khozyaika (housekeeper/ 
boss), in which he asked for her orders for the day. The 
notes, which she kept, reveal a tender concern for her health and 
happiness.® 

For some reason Stalin had turned against Yakov, his son by his 
first marriage, who had been brought up by grandparents in the 
Caucasus. The time came when Alexander Svanidze insisted that 
his grandson should go to Moscow to study and take advantage of 
the opportunities available in the capital. But from the day of his 
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arrival Stalin harried his son with criticism. He disapproved of 
Yakov’s first marriage, of his approach to his studies, and of his 
character. When Yakov tried unsuccessfully to commit suicide in 
1928 or 1929, his father remarked callously, “Ha, he couldn’t even 
shoot straight!”? Yakov turned to his stepmother, who was only 
seven years older, for affection and understanding. She espoused 
his cause and tried to compensate for Stalin’s callousness. She, 
too, was probably bewildered by her husband, who could be gen- 
tle, affectionate, sensitive, and charming, and could also be un- 
feeling and brutal. 

While Stalin was probably a difficult and neglectful husband, 
Nadya herself was an inadequate wife and partner. She appears to 
have had no understanding of the extent of the burdens her hus- 
band was bearing, or of the pressures under which he worked. She 
hated her role of first lady of the land and apparently made no at- 
tempt to support her husband in his position. Whenever possible, 
she kept her identity secret. She avoided traveling by car when it 
might make her conspicuous. She occupied her time with lessons 


in French, music, and other subjects, frantically seeking to give 
herself the confidence of intellectual equality with those she had 
to meet on official occasions. She was a sensitive, emotional young 
woman, married to a granite-hard master of men and leader of the 
nation. 


In the mid-1920s Stalin had devoted long and careful thought 
to the way ahead, and the policies on which he finally decided 
were to draw him farther away from his wife and family. He had a 
sense of purpose and ruthlessness of purpose that they lacked. He 
had moved cautiously towards the policy of collectivization and 
industrialization. He did not underestimate, nor was he awed by, 
these operations; already he thought on a grand scale or, as he 
would have said, on a Russian scale. He knew, too, what savagery 
would be unleashed in the forcible collectivization of over 100 
million peasants. It meant a return to the cruel destruction and vi- 
cious hatreds of the Civil War. But this time it would be greater 
in scope. As he prepared for this conflict his courage, nerve, and 
determination were staggering. 

It was fundamental to Stalin’s outlook that communism would 
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be achieved in Russia not by education and exhortation, but by 
force. The party must drive the people into socialism, and only 
from experiencing the new way of life would they become con- 
verted. He accepted that initially his policies would cause wide- 
spread suffering. He was declaring war on the great mass of the 
population, and war involved casualties just as the victory brought 
rewards. He was contemptuous of Bukharin and others who 
shrank from the dangers and sacrifices. In each century the Rus- 
sian people had endured monstrous inhumanities both in war and 
as a condition of every positive advance in their history. In impos- 
ing Moscow’s rule on Novgorod, as part of the unification of Mus- 
covy, Tsar Ivan IV had massacred some 60,000 of the city’s men, 
women, and children. Peter the Great, in building his first ships at 
Voronezh, and later in creating his city in the marshy estuary of 
the Neva, had expended countless lives. The people took pride 
now in the unity of their country and in the magnificence of St. 
Petersburg, and gave no thought to the human cost. History pro- 
vided innumerable precedents and had formulated an ethic which 
he, like previous Russian rulers, accepted. 

At this time, as he prepared to hurl the nation into this terrify- 
ing revolution, Stalin was acutely aware of the dangers. It was a 
matter not only of his personal survival but of the realization of 
the policies which he believed that he alone had the vision and 
resolution to enforce. The popular adulation, already nationwide, 
gave him no sense of security and even less did it make him feel 
immune from treachery and betrayal. He was deeply suspicious of 
this homage, especially among those surrounding him. Through- 
out his life as a revolutionary, the party leaders, and Lenin himself 
in his last months, had sought to ignore and dismiss him. The 
sudden change in attitude of the survivors smacked of hypocrisy. 
His daughter observed that “he was astonishingly sensitive to hy- 
pocrisy and was impossible to lie to.”8 Behind the facade of adula- 
tion they were conspiring against him. He did not believe that he 
was a demiurge, as they declared, although he was convinced that 
he alone knew the right policies and could lead the nation. 

In the midst of the new revolution, the left opposition might . 
try to undermine his leadership, claiming that he had usurped 
their policies. But he had transformed these policies, and by his 
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timing and leadership had made it possible to apply them. Never- 
theless he still had an exaggerated idea of Trotsky’s prestige and 
influence in the party, and in January 1929 he had him expelled 
from the country. Supporters of the left opposition, several thou- 
sand in number, had been arrested and banished to Siberia after 
the Fifteenth Party Congress in December 1927, and there they 
remained. He had no fear of Zinoviev and Kamenev. Their nerve 
had failed them at the time of the great October Revolution. Ex- 
pelled from the party, they had made abject confessions of error 
and had been readmitted in June 1928. The campaign against 
Bukharin and the right opposition had raised their hopes of full 
rehabilitation, and this would ensure their good conduct. But he 
mistrusted them. 

Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky had been routed, but when the 
pressures of the new revolution were mounting and the weaker 
members were quailing before the storm, they might divide the 
party with their appeals for moderation. They would, he sus- 
pected, quote Lenin to the effect that “there is nothing more stu- 
pid than the idea of compulsion with reference to economic rela- 
tions with the average peasants.”® This would, perhaps, rally 
some support, thus weakening the party at a time of crisis. 

Stalin knew, however, that at such a time, when the party was 
in effect at war with the people, the call for party solidarity would 
keep members together and that any attempts to form an opposi- 
tion faction would be damned as treason. But he was on guard 
and ready to act against former members of the right and left op- 
position. 

This applied with special force to those of the left opposition 
who, following the change in policy, had accepted his leadership. 
A number of senior members of this faction applied for readmis- 
sion to the party. It was usually granted and they received minor 
posts. The first of these capitulators, as they were called, was 
Pyatakov, whom Lenin in his “Testament” described as “a man 
of indubitably outstanding will and outstanding capacities.”2° In 
July 1929 a group, of whom Radek and Preobrazhensky were most 
senior, applied for readmission. The return of these men was an 
acknowledgment of Stalin’s primacy as leader, which none of 
them would have envisaged or admitted as possible a few years 
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earlier. But it also demonstrated the power of the party as the 
dominant force in their lives; it was the substitute for a lost reli- 
gion and, to many of them, for national patriotism. The party ap- 
pealed to them as a community, subsuming egotistical individ- 
ualism and uniting them in a higher purpose. Expulsion from this 
community was spiritual and moral death, and those expelled were 
prepared to make any recantation and suffer any humiliation in 
order to be allowed to creep back into the womb of the party. 

A vivid explanation of the meaning of the party to a dedicated 
communist was expressed by Pyatakov in 1928. In Paris, where he 
was then Soviet trade representative, he met Nikolai Volsky, a for- 
mer Menshevik, who had been close to Lenin at one time. Volsky 
was a man of intellectual integrity and charity who was angered 
by the savage intolerance of the Bolsheviks. At their meeting, 
shortly after Pravda had reported his recantation and restoration 
to party membership, Pyatakov provoked Volsky by charging him 
with showing a lack of courage in failing to join the Bolsheviks. 
Angrily, Volsky replied that it was Pyatakov who lacked moral 
courage, for he had publicly renounced his own convictions in 
order to crawl back into the party. Pyatakov responded with a 
lengthy declaration of his faith. 

In his Jast months, Pyatakov said, Lenin had been ill and weary, 
and his writings, like NEP itself, did not truly reflect his thoughts. 
“The real Lenin was the man who had had the courage to make a 
proletarian revolution first and then to set about creating the ob- 
jective conditions theoretically necessary as a preliminary to such 
a revolution. What was the October Revolution, what indeed is 
the Communist Party, but a miracle! No Menshevik could ever 
understand what it means to be a member of such a party!” 

The basic principle of Lenin’s party, he continued, was that it 
recognized no limitations. It acknowledged no restraints, moral, 
political, or physical. “Such a party is capable of achieving mira- 
cles and of doing things which no other collective of men could 
achieve. ... A real Communist ... that is, a man who was 
taised in the party and has absorbed its spirit deeply enough, be- 
comes himself in a way a miracle man.” 

From this concept of the unlimited potential of the party, there 
flowed his acceptance of complete submission. “For such a party a 
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true Bolshevik will readily cast out from his mind ideas in which 
he had believed for years. A true Bolshevik has submerged his per- 
sonality in the collectivity, the party, to such an extent that he 
can make the necessary effort to break away from his own opin- 
ions and convictions, and can honestly agree with the party—that 
is the test of a true Bolshevik. 

“There could be no life for him outside the ranks of the party 
and he would be ready to believe that black was white and white 
was black, if the party required it. In order to become one with 
this great party he would fuse himself with it, abandon his own 
personality, so that there was no particle left inside him which 
was not at one with the party, did not belong to it.”24 

Pyatakov was carried away by emotion, but he was expressing 
his deep faith, and there were many others who shared his vision. 
Another revolutionary, Victor Serge, wrote that “every commu- 
nist, every participant in the revolution, feels himself to be the 
humblest servant of an infinite cause. He gives complete obedi- 
ence to the party. . . . It is the party that does everything. Its or- 
ders are not to be discussed.”!2 At the Thirteenth Party Congress 
in 1924 Trotsky, too, had spoken of the party as “the unique his- 
torical instrument given to the proletariat and as the collective to 
which every member owed complete obedience.”28 

It is questionable whether Stalin ever regarded the party with 
the same religious fervor as Pyatakov and others or with the ac- 
ceptance of its collective will which Trotsky acclaimed as su- 
preme, but which he could never accept as superior to his own 
judgment. Stalin had been a dedicated servant of the party since 
its formation. He had stressed obedience and discipline as essen- 
tial qualities in its members, but had himself always shown a cer- 
tain independence of mind. Like Lenin, he was a leader and a pol- 
itician, who formulated the collective will and guided it on the 
proper paths to fulfillment. 

Lenin had declared in March 1920 that “Soviet social democ- 
racy is not at all incompatible with one man management and dic- 
tatorship. The will of a class may sometimes be carried out by a 
dictator, who can sometimes do more all by himself and who is 
frequently more necessary.”!* It had been a bold statement to 
make to party members among whom there were frequent demands 
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for more democracy. But he had always insisted that the party 
should be a militant disciplined organization, an army under his 
leadership. Stalin simply developed and strengthened the party and 
wielded full power over it on the lines clearly laid down but never 
fully realized by Lenin, And whether or not he was carrying out 
the collective will of the party, he was convinced that he was carry- 
ing out the will of history. 

Stalin became Vozhd, or leader, not only by force of person- 
ality, ability, and ruthless determination but also because he gave 
positive, challenging leadership. He inspired in people the faith 
that their hardships and sacrifices were to be endured, because 
they would bring victory, security, and other rewards. Indeed it 
was his own faith that anything was justified that would lead to 
the justice and prosperity of socialism. 

In his concept of “socialism in one country” he challenged the 
party and the people to be masters of their own fate, not depend- 
ent on foreign parties, but by heroic endeavor showing the way to 
the West and the world. It was a direct appeal to national pride 
and to the sense of messianic vocation so deeply rooted in the 
Russian character. The response, especially among the young 
members, was a wave of enthusiasm, labor, and frantic striving to 
achieve impossible targets. All were concentrated on the task of 
creating socialism in Russia and forging the way for the whole 
world, 

Within the party the hesitation and disagreement had been not 
about the basic need for increased industrialization and the organ- 
ization of large agricultural collectives, but about methods and 
tempo. Stalin himself had been unsure and for a time he had ac- 
cepted the right-wing thesis that the peasants would be won over 
by the clear advantages of socialism. No doubt he was influenced 
by Lenin’s warnings that any politics that antagonized the peas- 
ants would destroy the communist regime. 

Stalin did not believe, however, that the peasants could ever be 
won over to socialism. He knew them better than any of the party 
intellectuals. Since his rapid tour of Siberia to wrest hoarded grain 
from the peasantry, he had become convinced that they must be 
forced into collectives. Meanwhile he was not prepared for the 
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party to be dependent on the peasants in its great historic task of 
building socialism. 

Another extremely important factor was his sense of urgency. 
He demanded immediate action, because he was convinced that 
the implementation of his policies was crucial to the survival of 
the party and of the nation. Survival meant catching up and over- 
taking the industrialized Western powers. Soviet Russia was weak 
and at their mercy, and would remain so until she had trans- 
formed her economy and built up her industrial strength. 

In one of his most revealing speeches Stalin explained in chal- 
lenging terms this urgent need to catch up with and overtake the 
West. It happened at the first all-union conference of workers in 
socialist industry in February 1931, when all were feeling the 
frenzy and pressures of the First Five-year Plan, and were longing 
for some relief. Stalin would permit no relief. 

“The question is sometimes asked,” he declared, “whether it is 
not possible to reduce the tempo slightly, to hold back the move- 
ment. No, it is not possible, Comrades! It is not possible to lower 
the tempo. On the contrary, so far as strength and opportunities 
allow, it is necessary to increase the tempo. Our obligations to the 
workers and peasants of the U.S.S.R. demand this of us. Our obli- 
gations to the working class of the whole world demand this of 
us. 

“To retard the tempo—this means to drop behind. And those 
who are backward are beaten. We do not want to be beaten! No, 
we do not want that! The history of old Russia was, among other 
things, that she was constantly beaten because of her back- 
wardness. ‘The Mongol Khans beat her! The Turkish Beys beat 
her! The Swedish feudal lords beat her! The Polish-Lithuanian 
nobles beat her! The Anglo-French capitalists beat her! The Japa- 
nese barons beat her! All beat her—for her backwardness. For 
military backwardness, cultural backwardness, governmental back- 
wardness, industrial backwardness, agricultural backwardness. They 
beat her because it was profitable and went unpunished. . . . 

“In the past we did not and could not have a fatherland. But 
now, when we have overthrown capitalism and power belongs to 
us, to the people—now we have a fatherland, and we will defend 
its independence. Are you prepared for our socialist fatherland to 


The New Leader, 1929-34 245 


be beaten and for her to lose her independence? If you do not 
want that, then you must in the shortest time liquidate her back- 
wardness and develop the present Bolshevik tempo in the con- 
struction of its socialist economy. . . . We are fifty to a hundred 
years behind the advanced countries. We must make up this gap 
in ten years. Either we do this or they crush us!”15 

This sense of purpose, together with those personal qualities 
which by some alchemy give some men mastery over their fellows, 
made him a dynamic leader. He acted with the conviction that 
Marxist dogma as interpreted by Lenin himself provided the in- 
fallible formula to achieve national strength and social justice. 
But this method, rooted in the Bolshevik ethic that all means 
were justified by the ends, transformed him into an inhuman ty- 
rant. 
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The New Revolution 
1928-34 


The First Five-year Plan was a program of production targets and 
slogans for Stalin’s assault on Russia’s backwardness. It came into 
operation in 1928, but was approved only in April 1929 by the Six- 
teenth Party Conference. It set ambitious goals for industry and 
envisaged a massive socialization of agriculture. But the overriding 
importance of the plan was that it provided a challenge to the 
Russian nation; it summoned the people to a life of heroic en- 
deavor. At the same time it gave cover for a brutal collectivization 
of agriculture. It was a bold assault on two fronts. 

This First Five-year Plan was in scale and achievement probably 
the greatest planned economic venture in man’s history. Results 
fell short of targets, but were nevertheless prodigious. This feat 
was, moreover, accomplished in four and a quarter years, for on 
December 31, 1932, the plan was declared to have been fulfilled. 
The wastage and the cost in human suffering and sacrifice were 
horrifying. But Stalin was convinced that the price must be paid. 
The party, transported by his demand for supreme effort, accepted 
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the price. And with extraordinary endurance the mass of Russians 
labored and served.! 

The programs of collectivization and industrialization were 
launched simultaneously. The collectivization campaign had 
made some progress in 1928. The number of kolkhozi, or collective 
farms, had grown in the year ended June 1, 1928, from 14,830 to 
33,258 and their membership from 194,200 to 416,700 peasant 
households.? But to Stalin such a rate of increase was completely 
unacceptable, As the winter of 1928-29 approached, the threat of 
famine became serious. There were persistent shortfalls in grain 
deliveries. The peasants were ignoring and possibly actively chal- 
lenging the Soviet government and its policies. He demanded ur- 
gent action. 

During 1929 the campaign gathered impetus; it was soon to 
sweep across the country in a destructive wave, recalling the Mon- 
gol invasions in the thirteenth century. On December 27 (1929) 
Stalin proclaimed that “we have recently passed from a policy of 
confining the exploiting tendencies of the kulaks to a policy of the 
liquidation of the kulaks as a class.”? This amounted to a declara- 
tion of total war and even sentence of death on an ill-defined sec- 
tion of the peasantry, some 10 million in number. It is estimated 
that 5 million were deported to Siberia and the Arctic region, and 
of them at least a quarter perished on the journey. Thousands 
were killed in the villages while trying to defend their property. 

On January 5, 1930, the Central Committee decreed that the 
target of collectivizing the vast majority of peasants within the 
plan period was entirely practicable. Further, it referred to the 
completion of the collectivizing of all grain-producing regions by 
autumn 1932. This raised the campaign to a climax of fury. In Oc- 
tober 1929, 4.1 per cent of peasant households had been collec- 
tivized; by March 1930, the figure was more than 50 per cent; and 
by July 1, 1934, it was 71.4 per cent of the farm lands and of the 
peasant households. The figures represented percentages of 100 
million human beings. It was a development staggering in scale. 

Stalin achieved this revolution in agriculture by ruthless use of 
force and terror. Local Soviets were directed to confiscate the 
property of kulaks, making it the nucleus for the commonly 
owned and indivisible collectives. In practice this applied to the 
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land and livestock of all peasants who did not voluntarily join the 
collectives. The OGPU, which had been expanded for the pur- 
pose, was the chief instrument in enforcing the campaign. But 
25,000 “workers with adequate political and organizational experi- 
ence” were also sent into the countryside to act as shock troops. 
The Committees of the Poor, which had whipped up savage 
hatreds and destruction during the Civil War, were revived. They 
encouraged bitter antagonism between the poor and the better-off 
peasants, and helped to eliminate all possibility of united action 
against the government campaign. 

The MTS (Machine Tractor Stations) were one of the many 
means by which peasants were coerced into collectivization. 
Agronomists, veterinary specialists, and mechanics were attached 
to each station, which served groups of collectives. In 1929 only 
one MTS existed. At the Sixteenth Party Congress in June-July 
1930, Y. A. Yakovlev reported that two hundred stations were op- 
erating, with tractors of Russian manufacture. Tractors were des- 
perately needed, especially after the slaughter of horses, and they 
were for use only on the kolkhozi. Peasants who resisted collec- 
tivization found themselves without the means to plough their 
land. 

Party records from the Smolensk region, captured during World 
War II and later published, give firsthand evidence of the chaos 
and violence which convulsed the countryside. The records make 
clear that the campaign of collectivization developed into an orgy 
of indiscriminate arrests, rape, and looting. Attempts by party 
officials to restrain excesses were ignored. The slogan of many 
“dekulakization brigades” was “Drink! Eat! It’s all ours!”* 

In many regions the peasants fought with blind destructive 
fury. Murder and arson were widespread. The communists were 
the enemies. Party files in Smolensk recorded that “as reports of 
killings and arson multiplied, Party members were warned to stay 
away from windows when working in Soviet institutions and not 
to walk in the village streets after dark.”® Inexorably the campaign 
continued. Regional party officials were threatened with severe 
disciplinary action if they failed to ensure collection of grain quo- 
tas and the entry of their peasants into the kolkhozi. Slogans, 
such as “Who does not join the kolkhozi is the enemy of Soviet 
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power,” faced peasants with the choice of joining or being trans- 
ported elsewhere or being killed. 

The peasants demonstrated the hatred they felt for the regime 
and its collectivization policy by slaughtering their animals. To 
the peasant his horse, his cow, his few sheep and goats were 
treasured possessions and a source of food in hard times. But 
faced with confiscation and transfer of their livestock to the kolk- 
hozi, peasants chose to slaughter them. In the first months of 
1930 alone 14 million head of cattle were killed. Of the 34 million 
horses in Soviet Russia in 1929, 18 million were killed. Further, 
some 67 per cent of sheep and goats were slaughtered between 
1929 and 1933. 

The rage of violence and destruction threatened to get com- 
pletely out of control. Party leaders proclaimed the success of the 
campaign with state grain collections in 1929 higher by 50 per 
cent than in the previous year. But Stalin was disturbed by the 
dangers of anarchy. On March 2, 1930, he published in Pravda his 
famous article “Dizziness from Success.”¢ 

The time had come, he wrote, to restrain the excessive zeal of 
party officials and to call a halt to the forcible herding of peasants 
and livestock into kolkhozi. Many officials had lost sight of the 
Leninist principle that entry into the kolkhozi was and must be 
voluntary. All officials and members must observe the model char- 
acter of the collective farm, which was published in the same issue 
of Pravda. The article was followed on March 14 (1930) by de- 
tailed instructions from the Central Committee “On distortions 
of the party line with reference to the collectivization movement,” 
which called for greater care in handling the peasants. Many ille- 
galities were specified; in particular the treatment of thousands of 
poor and middle peasants as kulaks must be stopped. 

Stalin’s article had the immediate effect of calming the fury 
which gripped many regions. At the same time the peasants 
grasped the significance of the statement that entry into the kolk- 
hozi should be voluntary, and they exercised the right to with- 
draw. Within two months the proportion of households collec- 
tivized in the R.S.F.S.R. fell from 60 to 23.4 per cent. By June 
1930 Stalin’s agricultural policy faced collapse. It seemed that 
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peasant resistance had halted the collectivization program and 
had defeated him. 

At the Sixteenth Party Congress, held in June-July 1930, how- 
ever, Stalin himself and the delegates, some 2,100 in number, were 
united in acclaiming the “victory of the party line.” Stalin was 
well aware of the extent of peasant opposition and of the disasters 
caused by forced collectivization, but he displayed unshakable 
confidence in a successful outcome. He attacked the right opposi- 
tionists who had made dire predictions of the horrors that would 
result from the campaign against the kulaks and from enforced 
collectivization. “And now we are carrying out the policy of liqui- 
dating the kulaks as a class, the policy compared with which the 
previous repression of the kulaks was nothing. And look, we are 
alive and well!”? 

In the critical conditions of June 1930, the right-wing leaders 
might have been expected to offer opposition. They could claim 
that they had forecast the disasters that would follow from the 
policies which Trotsky and the left-wing faction had advocated 
and which Stalin was now enforcing so drastically. But they de- 
clared their fervent support for Stalin and the party line. Rykov 
and Tomsky both made abject confessions before the full Con- 
gress that they had been totally wrong, and they pleaded for the 
party’s forgiveness. Bukharin was absent from the Congress, but he 
was to abase himself on a later occasion. 

The need to maintain the unity of the party again proved to be 
an irresistible force. Many of the delegates with firsthand experi- 
ence of the disasters in the countryside acted under the same com- 
pulsion. The party had to maintain its unity, especially at this 
time when it was the object of popular hatred. If the party be- 
came divided and lost its grip over the country, anarchy would fol- 
low, and they would be massacred to a man by the infuriated 
peasants. 

The solidarity of the Congress was undoubtedly inspired in part 
by the general need to defend the party, the Revolution, and 
themselves. But Stalin’s leadership was the positive uniting factor. 
He dominated the Congress. He stood before the delegates, calm 
and completely in control. He was convinced that the party line 
was the right line. He exuded confidence and strength, which 





The New Revolution, 1928-34 251 
swept away their doubts and fears. Moreover, he presented the 
party’s policies as bold endeavors which could not fail. In the 
euphoria which he induced, delegates stood to acclaim their 
leader, who had declared that “there are no fortresses which we 
Bolsheviks cannot storm or seize!”® 
At the Congress Stalin made it clear that the peasants must ac- 
cept collectivization. The campaign was renewed in the autumn 
of 1930 and with evident effect. This time the tactics used were 
more controlled, but the peasants found themselves harried by vi- 
olence and exposed to inexorable pressures. By mid-1931, 52.7 per 
cent of peasant households had been collectivized; some four years 
| later the figure had risen to 90.5 per cent. 

The peasants had been beaten, starved, and plundered, and 
finally forced into the hated collectives. But they had wrung an 
important concession. This was the retention of the usadba, the 
private allotment of land, which remained in the possession of 
each peasant household. Private trade in food products, which 
had been a feature of NEP, had been forbidden in 1929, but was 
permitted again in the following year. The private markets, sup- 
plied from the peasant’s usadba, played a vital role in the supply 
and distribution of food at a time when food shortages and malnu- 
trition were ever-present threats. 

The industrialization campaign had also started with a show of 
moderation. Stalin was intoxicated, however, by visions of Russia 
transformed into an industrial nation. He gave the campaign an 
impetus which tumed it into a frantic industrial revolution. By 
1927 industry had recovered to prewar levels of production. Re- 
porting to the Fifteenth Party Congress in December 1927, Stalin 
had proposed that an annual rate of 15 per cent increase in output 
should be accepted over the next few years. By mid-1929 the fever 
of industrialization had taken hold on him and he was demanding 
a 50 per cent annual rate of increase. 

The campaign was mounted on military lines, the Politburo act- 
ing as supreme headquarters. It maintained close control through 
the party machine and government administration over every sec- 
tor of the economy. Incessant propaganda assailed the worker 
with a grandiose idea of the part he was playing in this heroic 
plan, and demanded of him ever-increasing productivity. In every 
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factory giant progress boards were prominent, showing the output 
of groups and even individuals, and any who fell behind the tar- 
gets were publicly criticized and harassed. Workers’ brigades were 
ranged against each other in “socialist competition.” 

Party members and young people, especially members of the 
Komsomol (Communist Youth League), responded with enthusi- 
asm. All were eager to express in action their faith in the party 
and their mission as builders of the new socialist world. Their 
dedicated, self-sacrificing labor was an important factor in the 
achievements of industry during the first plans. 

The mass of the workers did not share this enthusiasm. They 
were weary from long hours of labor and the constant demands 
for higher production. Shortages of food and the drastic decline in 
their living standards were aggravated by the swarms of hungry 
peasants who invaded the cities and towns in search of work. 
Exhortations, proclaiming them as the vanguard of the proletariat 
of the world, and ubiquitous slogans, declaring that Soviet Russia 
was a workers’ state and that the workers owned the factories, 
merely intensified their disenchantment. Older workers in particu- 
lar resented the change in their position in the factories. The early 
mood of the Revolution, carrying into the period of NEP, had 
promoted in all workers a sense of equality and of belonging to 
their factories. This feeling passed, and under severe pressures 
they now worked in conditions far harsher than under capitalism. 
Absenteeism increased, as workers tried to escape factory disci- 
pline. This led to more repressive measures. In December 1932 
the internal passport system was introduced, providing a means of 
keeping close check on all citizens in towns and factories and in 
frontier areas. 

The basic plan objective of laying the foundations for a new, 
vastly expanded heavy industry was nevertheless achieved in these 
years. Industrial output mounted. But the great emphasis was not 
only on increasing production. Major decisions of industrial policy 
were also made. A new pattem of gecgraphic distribution of heavy 
industry was initiated. The objectives were to ensure a more even 
allocation of industry throughout the country, to establish heavy 
industries near sources of fuel and raw materials, and to reduce 
the strain on transport. It was recognized, too, that the concen- 
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tration of industry in European Russia made it vulnerable to at- 
tack from the West. Indeed, the creation of major industrial cen- 
ters east of the Urals was to be one of the most important factors 
in saving Soviet Russia from crushing defeat in World War I. 

This redistribution of industry led to the development of a sec- 
ond coal and steel industry in the Ural-Kuznetsk combine. Magni- 
togorsk, the center of the new industrial region of the Urals, 
began in 1931 as a collection of huts, housing the workers who 
were building the furnaces and rolling mills; eight years later it 
was a city of 146,000 inhabitants. Kuznetsk in Siberia, known 
after 1932 as Stalinsk, and Karaganda in Kazakhstan, grew into 
great industrial cities in the same brief period. 

The production of large-scale industry showed a remarkable in- 
crease of 113 per cent. This fell short of the target of 133 per cent, 
set for the final plan year, but it was a real achievement. The 
main failures were in iron, steel, and coal output. Special produc- 
tion campaigns were mounted to make sure that these targets 
were realized early in the next plan period.® 

The campaign, relying initially on the foundations laid by the 
industrial policies first launched in the 1880s, had soon run into 
difficulties. The enormous increase in the industrial labor force 
meant the intake of new workers from the villages who knew 
nothing of machinery and were strange to factory life. At every 
stage of production the shortage of trained workers was acute. En- 
gineers and technicians were engaged from the United States, 
Germany, and France. In March 1931 a director of the Supreme 
Council of National Economy stated that about 5,000 foreign spe- 
cialists were employed in Soviet industry. Hundreds of Soviet en- 
gineers and students were trained abroad, especially in the United 
States, and returned to their country to act as instructors and 
leaders of industry.?° 

Such hurried measures were but small contributions to the 
problem, which, like the plan itself, was on an immense scale. 
Numerous technical schools were set up at university and second- 
ary school levels as well as in factories themselves. By 1933 some 
200,000 students were studying in higher technical colleges and 
some 900,000 students were attending secondary technical schools, 
while factory schools and specialist courses were training a million 
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workers a year. By the end of the plan period, these schools and 
courses were easing the shortage of engineers and skilled workers, 
and the second plan, which was launched without delay, benefited. 

Soviet imports of machinery were limited by lack of capital, 
difficulty in raising foreign loans, and discrimination against So- 
viet exports. The fact that the plan coincided with the great world 
economic depression added to Soviet difficulties. 

In this time of dramatic growth, attention was not limited to 
industry and agriculture. The transport system was antiquated, 
and a massive expansion was launched. Railway construction was 
hampered by shortages of iron and steel and only got under way 
during the second plan period. But spectacular attempts were 
made to improve the waterways, and work started on the building 
of a system of arterial highways. 

The nation was caught up in a ferment of reconstruction and 
expansion, affecting every branch of life. The educational system 
was reformed. Special emphasis was given to discipline in schools 
and to inculcating respect for authority. The revolutionary tradi- 
tion of defiance of the government and its officials was no longer 
acceptable. Stalin’s new Russia demanded an obedient and disci- 
plined people, and the young generation, which had known the 
anarchy of the postrevolutionary years, must be trained. 

A campaign was mounted to eradicate illiteracy, which had 
been reduced by 1929 to 48.9 per cent of the population between 
the ages of eight and fifty years. Local committees were set up in 
January 1930 to conduct the campaign, and by 1939 the percent- 
age of illiterates had been reduced to 18.8 per cent. Numerous so- 
cial reforms were also introduced. Appalling mistakes and wastage 
were commonplace in all of these undertakings, but the building 
of a new nation had started and continued on an epic scale. 

Stalin was in command through the Politburo, and he closely 
supervised every new development. His responsibilities were im- 
mense, but he could see real progress, justifying the efforts of the 
people and vindicating his policies. The nation was at the start of 
a mighty resurgence. But threats to its continuance troubled him. 
With his unresting suspicion, he was sure that within the party 
some were plotting to sabotage this great advance. He saw them 
as an evil negative force which must be destroyed. His chief fear 
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was still that Trotsky would somehow rise like a phoenix from the 
ruins of his political career to reverse all that he was doing. 
Throughout the 1930s he maintained an intensive propaganda 
campaign, damning Trotsky as the most hateful and dangerous 
enemy of the party and the Soviet regime. 

Three small groups are known to have conspired after the Six- 
teenth Congress to bring about changes in policy. The first group 
comprised a number of fairly young members, close to Stalin, who 
kept up a pretense of loyalty to him. T. I. Syrtsov, the leader of 
the group, was a candidate member of the Politburo and Prime 
Minister of the R.S.F.S.R. His idea was to bridge the gulf be- 
tween the left and right oppositions with a group to be known by 
the incongrous title of the “right-wing leftist bloc.” The OGPU 
was quick to unmask Syrtsov and his associates. All were removed 
from their offices, but nothing further happened to them at the 
time. 

In the winter and spring of 1932-33, a terrible famine gripped 
the country, causing thousands of deaths."! Late in the summer of 
1932, when the famine was beginning to spread through the 
Ukraine and the North Caucasus, and the people were in a mood 
of savage desperation, another opposition group was uncovered. It 
was led by M. Ryutin, a former secretary of the Moscow Party 
Committee and a supporter of Bukharin. He drew up a two- 
hundred-page document, known as the “Ryutin platform,” in 
which he denounced Stalin as “the great agent-provocateur, the 
destroyer of the party” and as “the gravedigger of the revolution 
and of Russia.” He pledged himself to fight for Stalin’s overthrow. 
His policy was to slow down the pace of industrialization, to end 
collectivization and return to individual farming, and to restore 
party democracy. He sent copies of his platform to many promi- 
nent party members and to former oppositionists, including Zino- 
viev and Kamenev. Again the OGPU struck promptly, arresting 
Ryutin and his small faction, as well as many who received copies 
of the platform. 

Stalin had hardly taken Syrtsov seriously, but he was infuriated 
by Ryutin’s platform. The denunciation of himself was intolera- 
ble, and his proposals were the negation of all that Stalin believed 
in and was convinced would save Soviet Russia. But Ryutin’s 
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ideas were dangerous. In appealing for the slackening of the pace 
of industrialization and the abandoning of collectivization he 
might rally the many members who could not stomach the vio- 
lence in the countryside and the sacrifices which were inevitable at 
this stage of the nation’s development. 

In the Politburo, Stalin demanded the execution of Ryutin. It 
was an exceptional demand: For the first time he was calling for 
the death penalty to be passed on a party member. Opposition 
within the party had been treated as mistaken, even dangerous. 
Opposition members had been persecuted, expelled, imprisoned, 
and exiled, but never formally condemned to death. It was accept- 
able to execute nonparty members, and thousands had, in fact, 
been killed. There were no inhibitions whatsoever about the death 
penalty except when applied within the party. Lenin had warned 
about such drastic action against members, for this meant follow- 
ing in the steps of the French Revolution, which had devoured its 
own children, the Jacobins. Now Stalin demanded that in these 
critical times any form of opposition must be treated as a treason- 
able act, punishable by death. And to him the Ryutin platform 
was treason. 

Stalin suffered a shock when the Politburo rejected his demand. 
Of its ten members Molotov and Kaganovich would have sup- 
ported him. Voroshilov and Kalinin probably wavered, but would 
also have voted with him. Kirov, Ordzhonikidze, Kossior, Rudzu- 
tak, and Kuibyshev probably voted against him. This division 
among his closest colleagues demonstrated that, notwithstanding 
his supreme position, the acclamation of the Sixteenth Congress 
and the nationwide adulation, he had opponents even within the 
Politburo, and he considered them to be as dangerous as Ryutin. 

A few months after the Ryutin affair, the OGPU uncovered an- 
other opposition group. It was led by A. P. Smirnov, who had 
been elected to the Central Committee in 1912. His group in- 
cluded a number of old Bolsheviks and trade-unionists, who had 
roughly the same program as Ryutin. All were found guilty, but 
probably on grounds of their ineffectiveness and old age, they 
were treated leniently. It was Ryutin whom Stalin could not for- 
get. 

A wave of persecution had begun during the First Five-year 
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Plan; it was intensified after the discovery of these opposition 
groups. The first of the show trials had been staged in 1930. A 
number of economists and engineers were arrested in August. All 
had held high office in Gosplan or in the trade, finance, or agricul- 
ture kommissariats, and had presumably expressed doubts at some 
time about the feasibility of the plan. They were tried in three 
groups, and two of the trials were staged under the full glare of 
publicity. The charges were that they had plotted in the interest 
of capitalist enemies and that they were “wreckers” and “sabo- 
teurs.” The purpose of these trials was apparently to arouse the 
patriotism of the people and to alert them to the dangers of ene- 
mies in their midst, who were responsible for the decline in their 
living standards and the failures in the industrial program. The 
trials were also a warning to the intelligentsia and especially to en- 
gineers, technicians, and administrators that they must serve with- 
out question. The propaganda media hammered home these les- 
sons and warnings. The accused who had confessed were found 
guilty and sentenced to terms of imprisonment. 

At this time, too, the party membership was thoroughly purged. 
Members who came under any kind of suspicion were interro- 
gated, usually found guilty, and sentenced in secret. Between mid- 
1930 and the end of 1933 the party control commission sentenced 
611 members and candidates for counterrevolutionary activity. In 
the period from 1931 to mid-1933 regional organizations, embrac- 
ing 62 per cent of the party, examined nearly 40,000 allegations of 
political deviation, and 15,442 members were expelled. 

In his campaign to eliminate all real and potential opposition, 
three men whom he advanced in the early 1930s played a central 
role. A. N. Poskrebyshev became head of his personal secretariat 
in 1931. A Western observer described him as “sinister-looking 
. . . about five feet tall, tubby, with broad shoulders, a bent back, 
and large head, long crooked nose and eyes like those of a bird of 
prey.”!2 His duties are not known precisely, but he was ap- 
parently omnicompetent and he certainly maintained close liaison 
with the security forces. He served Stalin faithfully behind the 
scenes throughout his career. The second man was A. I. Vy- 
shinsky, a former Menshevik and professor of law, who became 
deputy state procurator in 1933 and chief procurator in 1935, and 
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who was to play a prominent part in the political trials of 
1936-38. 

Another of the new key men was N. I. Ezhov. He emerged in 
1933 as a member of the purge commission. Stalin’s suspicions ex- 
tended to the OGPU itself. Its first chief, Dzerzhinsky, had in- 
stilled in the security service his own fanatic devotion to the party. 
But Stalin was probably unsure whether the officers and agents of 
the OGPU would be sufficiently amenable to his will. Ezhov, as a 
member of the purge commission and later of the Orgburo, had 
full access to the secret files on all members, including the person- 
nel of OGPU. This information and his experience fitted him 
well for the role of Stalin’s trusted agent and later as head of the 
security forces in place of Yagoda. 

The Seventeenth Party Congress, meeting from January 26 
until February 10, 1934, was called by Kirov “The Congress of 
Victors” and it aptly reflected the mood. The delegates were both 
relieved and exultant. The party had survived triumphantly 
through famine and through savage peasant opposition. The terri- 
ble famine of the winter of 1932—33 had been followed by a rec- 
ord harvest in 1933. Collectivization had been achieved to the ex- 
tent of more than go per cent of peasant households, and the 
peasants seemed to have given up the struggle and resigned them- 
selves to life on the kolkhozi. The industrialization campaign had 
achieved outstanding results and had laid the foundations of 
heavy industry on which the second plan could build. The sac- 
rifices in human lives and suffering were apparently behind them. 
They were looking hopefully to the future. 

The Congress was above all else a triumph for Stalin. He had 
led the party through the dangers and horrors of these tumultuous 
years. He had shown the strength, the unshakable confidence, and 
the determination of a great leader. The nation was in the midst 
of an upsurge of creative activity which he had inspired and was 
directing. Delegates vied in praising and worshiping him. He was 
“the father of the nation” and “the outstanding genius of the 
age.”18 Bukharin saluted him as “the field-marshal of the prole- 
tarian forces, the best of the best.” Kamenev declared: “This era 
in which we live . . . will be known in history as the era of Stalin, 
just as the preceding era had entered history as the time of 








The New Revolution, 1928-34 259 


Lenin.”!* There seemed no limit to the extravagance of the praise 
showered upon him. Finally Kirov declared to the delegates that 
“it would be useless to think what kind of resolution to adopt on 
the report of Comrade Stalin. It will be more correct and more 
useful for the work at hand to accept as party law all the pro- 
posals and considerations of Comrade Stalin’s speech.”15 With 
unanimous acclaim Stalin’s speech was adopted as “party law.” 

With mordant mistrust, however, Stalin disbelieved the accla- 
mation that now invariably greeted him. He envisaged among the 
crowd of delegates innumerable pockets of opposition, each await- 
ing the opportunity to overturn his policies and to displace him. 
He took the efforts of Syrtsov, Smimov, and above all of Ryutin 
as proof that his suspicions were justified. He reacted by purging 
the party. He must remove all whom he could not trust and at the 
same time tighten his personal control over the security organs. 
The terror had its roots in his phobia about the eradication of op- 
position and the need for absolute obedience to the party and to 
himself as its leader. 

Rumors, reported some thirty years later, that there was a con- 
spiracy to remove him from the office of General Secretary to 
some other post have been published, but are unsupported by evi- 
dence.1* It is possible, however, that Stalin himself considered at 
this time vacating the office of General Secretary. He was nearing 
fifty-five years of age and had bome heavy responsibilities without 
a break for seventeen years. It would have been reasonable for him 
to lay aside the administrative burdens, assuming some new posi- 
tion as executive head of the party and the government. If he was 
considering this possibility, it would explain why the Central 
Committee, newly elected by the congress, did not make the usual 
formal declaration that it had confirmed Stalin in office as Gen- 
eral Secretary. Moreover, the fact that he was listed at this time as 
“Secretary” rather than “General Secretary” of the Central Com- 
mittee suggests that he was downgrading the office so that his 
successor would not be seen to occupy the same high position. 

Much has been made of these points. It has been alleged, too, 
that he was almost defeated in the new committee.17 Nothing was 
further from the truth. His grip on the party and on its Central 
Committee had never been stronger. One indication was that the 
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members of the Politburo and the Secretariat were no longer 
listed in alphabetical order, but in order of seniority, and his name 
headed the list. Such matters of protocol were of great significance 
in the Soviet world. Also, the newly elected committee contained 
several men, like L. Z. Mekhlis, N. I. Ezhov, and G. G. Yagoda, 
who were then trusted Stalinists, while others of whom he disap- 
proved were dropped.18 

If, in fact, Stalin was considering laying down the office of Gen- 
eral Secretary, he would probably have chosen Kirov as his succes- 
sor. Kaganovich had been ruthless in enforcing collectivization 
and was not popular. He was, moreover, a Jew, and anti-Semitism 
was never far below the surface among members. Molotov had 
served earlier in the Secretariat and had not been a success. Kirov 
was a Russian with typical broad face and stub nose, a good 
speaker, and generally popular. He had first met Stalin in May 
1918 and possibly accompanied him in July to Tsaritsyn. Subse- 
quently he was sent, probably at Stalin’s instigation, to restore 
party rule in Astrakhan. There in the following year he came into 
direct conflict with Trotsky, who had ordered the evacuation of 
Astrakhan before it was captured by Denikin’s White forces. 
Kirov opposed the order and appealed to Lenin, who reversed 
Trotsky’s decision and directed that Astrakhan should be de- 
fended to the end.?® 

This successful defiance of Trotsky brought Kirov into associa- 
tion with Stalin, Ordzhonikidze, and Voroshilov, and he sup- 
ported them strongly in the dispute with Trotsky over the timing 
of the invasion of Georgia. Again he worked closely with Stalin as 
a member of the commission of congress which drafted the resolu- 
tion on the nationalities question. In 1926 he was posted to Len- 
ingrad, where he won praise for his work in purging the local 
party organs of left-wing elements. He had, in fact, shown himself 
at every stage to be a wholly dependable Stalinist. 

It has been stated that after the Seventeenth Congress, which 
had elected him to the Central Committee, Kirov received a pro- 
posal from Stalin that he should move to Moscow. He declined 
this advancement and asked to be left in Leningrad. He may have 
preferred to be independently in charge rather than be in Moscow 
under Stalin’s watchful eye, and the object of the jealousy of 
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Kaganovich, Molotov, Voroshilov, and others to whom he might 
be senior in status. Evidently he was allowed to stay in Leningrad 
until the end of the Second Five-year Plan. After a brief vacation in 
Sochi with Stalin and his daughter, and then a spell in Kazakh- 
stan, dealing with famine conditions and difficulties over collec- 
tivization, he traveled back to Moscow and thence to Leningrad.” 

Following the Seventeenth Congress there was a feeling in Mos- 
cow and elsewhere that the worst was over, and Stalin himself 
may have sensed the possibility of easing the pressure. Bread ra- 
tioning was abolished in November 1933. Another encouraging 
sign was that the OGPU, feared throughout the country, was 
renamed the People’s Kommissariat of Internal Affairs, known as 
the NKVD, which seemed, at least at the time, less threatening. 
The powers of the political police were also restricted. Opposition 
members were allowed to write for the press, but not to criticize 
party policy. Another reason for the apparent relaxing of repression 
was that the Soviet government was trying to present a more lib- 
eral face to the West. Trade, access to Western expertise, and 
loans were desperately needed, especially from Britain, France, 
and America, where public opinion had been antagonized by re- 
ports of repression and violence. Other minor concessions to Rus- 
sian and to world opinion may have been contemplated. But then 
a decree imposing on every family collective responsibility for the 
treason of any one of its members warned that the party was 
maintaining its repressive vigilance. 

Two events, affecting Stalin personally, reversed any slight 
trend that may have existed. On the night of November 8-9, 1932, 
Stalin and his wife and party dignitaries attended a banquet to cele- 
brate the fifteenth anniversary of the October Revolution. In the 
course of the evening Stalin said to his wife in front of others, 
“Hey, you! Have a drink!” She was evidently in a nervous state. 
She was not allowed to touch alcohol and, in fact, had an obses- 
sion about the evils of drink. She constantly warned her children 
against it and strongly opposed her husband’s practice, in Cauca- 
sian fashion, of offering them wine at dinner. The invitation to 
drink, or the disrespectful way he spoke to her in public, angered 
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her. She jumped to her feet. “Don’t you dare speak to me 
like that!” she screamed and ran from the room.24 

Polina Molotov went out to calm her. They walked around the 
Kremlin Palace in the cold winter ait. Nadya had been depressed 
and overwrought for some days. She had complained that every- 
thing bored her, that she was “sick of everything—even the chil- 
dren.” She was then a student at the textile branch of the Indus- 
trial Academy and she was looking forward to starting work, but 
her depression was deep-rooted. Talking with her friend, Polina, 
she gradually quietened down, and she seemed calm when she 
went off alone to her own apartment. During the night she shot 
herself, using a small revolver which her brother, Pavel, had 
brought from Berlin. 

Stalin was stunned. He could not understand why she had 
taken her life. He worried about suggestions that he had been a 
hard and inconsiderate husband, asserting that he had always 
loved and respected her as his wife. He asked those around him 
whether it had really been important that he could not always go 
to the theater with her. The fact that she could have made this 
complaint indicates how far she was from understanding and sup- 
porting him in his work. 

He was hurt and angered, too, by the note she left for him. It 
was destroyed at once, but his daughter learned from those who 
read it that the note was full of reproaches and accusations not 
only on personal but on political grounds. This was a harrowing 
time when famine and violence were at their height in the coun- 
tryside. She had probably heard many grim stories from fellow stu- 
dents at the academy. She was horrified and blamed him. 

For him this last note from the woman he had considered his 
“closest and faithful friend” was a devastating betrayal. He was 
beside himself with grief and anger. “At the civil leave-taking cere- 
mony he went up to the coffin for a moment. Suddenly he pushed 
it away from him, tumed on his heel and left. He didn’t even go 
to the funeral.”22 And believing that she had left him as a per- 
sonal enemy, he refused to visit her grave in the Novo-Devichy 
cemetery. He moved to a different apartment in the Kremlin, be- 
cause he could not bear to live in the rooms he had shared with 
her. The dacha at Zubalovo was haunted by memories and, while 
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his children continued to go there, he had a new house built at 

nearby Kuntsevo, where he lived alone for the next twenty years. 

But he never forgot her, and in later years he had enlargements of 

pictures of her taken in a happy mood, in the spring and summer 

of 1929, hung on the walls of his Kremlin apartment and of his 

country house. He would talk obsessively about her, seeking to un- 

derstand why she had taken her life. 

Svetlana Alliluyeva, his daughter, has written that “my 

. mother’s death was a dreadful crushing blow and it destroyed his 

faith in his friends and people in general.”2* His mistrust of peo- 

ple had deepened since the last months of Lenin’s life, but her 

death began the clouding of his mind and the numbing of his 

feelings. 
} After Nadya’s death a drastic change came in the running of 
Zubalovo and Kuntsevo. She had engaged the staff and main- 

tained the household, keeping the security guards in the back- 
. ground. The housekeeper, cook, maids, and other staff had been 
like members of the family. Then gradually the old staff was re- 
| placed by employees of the NKVD. Only Svetlana’s old nurse 

remained. Stalin had been told that she was “untrustworthy” and 

must go, but his daughter wept bitterly at the prospect of losing 

her. He could not stand tears and, growing angry, gave orders that 
the nurse should be left in peace.*4 But the old aunts, uncles, and 
cousins and friends of Nadya were gradually excluded. They 





aroused unhappy memories. He even began to suspect them of 
some complicity in his wife’s betrayal and death, and certain of 
them were arrested and imprisoned for a time. 

The sudden death of Kirov in Leningrad on December 1, 1934, 
was the next great shock. On the night of November 30 Kirov had 
worked late on a report about the recent meeting of the party’s 
Central Committee, which he was to deliver to senior officials of 
the Leningrad party. He arrived at party headquarters in the 
Smolny Institute at about 4:30 p.m. He was on his way to a col- 
league’s office when his assassin, Nikolaev, appeared from around 
a corner and shot him in the back, killing him instantly. Nikolaev 
collapsed at the side of his victim and was seized. 

Leonid Nikolaev was thirty years old at this time. He had 
fought in the Civil War and had been admitted to membership of 
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the party at a young age. He was an official of the Kommissariat 
of Inspection in Leningrad until its abolition in January 1934. He 
was given some other post, but, claiming vehemently that he had 
been unfairly demoted, he came into conflict with party officials 
and was expelled from the party. He was readmitted some two 
months later on giving an undertaking to observe party discipline. 
It was clear, however, that he was unbalanced, like many people 
of his generation who had endured the horrors of the Civil War 
and the furies of the first plan period. Although a party member 
he evidently had a burning sense of injustice, and political assassi- 
nation was a means of expressing his protest. 

Stalin was informed immediately of Kirov’s death. He decided 
to conduct the investigation personally and left Moscow by train 
for Leningrad on the same evening, accompanied by Voroshilov, 
Molotov, and Kaganovich. The murder of his close colleague had 
demonstrated with terrible clarity that enemies surrounded him 
within the party. After the death of his wife he had been obsessed 
with finding the reasons for her action. Her death had been a per- 
sonal suicide, but Kirov’s death was a political murder. He reacted 
violently. He could not accept the possibility that it might have 
been the act of a crazed individual, seeking revenge or making a 
personal protest. He saw conspiracy, treason, and betrayal in every 
act of protest. 

The assassination of Uritsky and the attempt on Lenin’s life by 
Socialist Revolutionaries in 1918 had been political acts, and part 
of a conspiracy to overturn Bolshevik power. He was convinced 
that the murder of Kirov was also rooted in political conspiracy 
and that investigation would uncover the assassin’s links with the 
oppositionists and especially with Trotsky. The response of the 
party must be a campaign of terror and a thorough purge of the 
membership. He would discover the enemies and liquidate them 
to a man. He knew that, as a surgeon cutting away a malignant 
growth from a patient would also cut surrounding healthy tissue 
in case it, too, was infected, innocent people would suffer in the 
process, but such casualties were inevitable and would not deter 
him.?5 
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The Terror 
1934-39 


The assassination of Kirov opened a dark and terrible chapter in 
Stalin’s reign. Like the collectivization campaign, the terror devel- 
oped a furious momentum of its own. Every organ of government 
and every segment of society were drawn into the vortex. Stalin 
eviscerated the party, purged all government offices, and preyed 
upon the people. Arrests ran into millions. Few of those who were 
executed or sentenced to forced labor were guilty of any crime. 
For some four years the terror raged. 

In launching this terror and allowing it to go to such tragic ex- 
tremes, Stalin was acting not from cruelty or lust for power, but 
from the conviction that all real or potential opposition, or, as he 
interpreted it, treason, must be uprooted and destroyed. It was a 
time of crisis, when war was threatening, and he had to act 
ruthlessly. He had to ensure that the party was a strongly tem- 
pered monolithic organization, capable under his leadership of 
meeting any challenge and of leading Russia to strength and so- 
Cialism. He was absolutely single-minded in his concentration on 
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these objectives. At the same time he was increasingly paranoid 
about his role as the leader, the man of history, destined to lead 
Russia to these goals. 

Another factor in Stalin’s decision to unleash the terror may 
have come from his study of history. He read widely and was fa- 
miliar with Russia’s history, particularly the reigns of Ivan the 
Terrible and Peter the Great. Tsar Ivan had been notorious for 
his use of terroristic methods and for the oprichniki, who served 
as his security force. Ivan saw his duties as autocrat in terms ex- 
pressed by “Ivashka, son of Semeon Peresvetov,” who wrote down 
his political views and proposals in his “Great Petition,” which he 
boldly presented to the Tsar. Peresvetov urged the need for a 
strong autocratic ruler, for the centralization of power, and for the 
creation of a permanent army. Two recurrent themes in his peti- 
tion were the importance of justice and the equality of ail the 
Tsar’s subjects. His ideal of justice was harsh, but in keeping with 
Ivan’s outlook and indeed with the customs of the time. “There 
cannot be a ruler without terror,” he wrote. “Like a steed under 
the rider without a bridle, so is a realm without terror.” 

The autocrats, Ivan the Terrible and Peter the Great, were the 
forerunners on whom Stalin directly patterned himself. They were 
part of the Russian tradition. Lenin had invoked their example 
when he had unleashed the Red Terror, set up labor camps, and 
demanded the ruthless suppression of all opposition. Ivan and 
Peter had both devoted their energies to transforming Russia into 
a strong and advanced nation and had not hesitated to wield 
power ruthlessly to this end. What they had done in the feudal 
era, Stalin would do in the advanced socialist era of the twentieth 
century. Peter had established light and heavy industry in Russia; 
he had taken the first steps in creating effective administrative ma- 
chinery and had promoted educational and social reforms. Stalin 
was now directing a similar but more far-reaching revolution in 
Russian life. At the same time he shared Peter’s belief that the 
people must be driven into the new era; left to themselves, they 
would wallow in the old traditional ways. 

With Ivan, the first Russian Tsar, who had struggled to estab- 
lish the absolute power of the autocrat and to make Russia strong, 
Stalin felt a special affinity. Ivan had been surrounded by conspir- 








The Terror, 1934-39 267 


ators and traitors, the princely families and boyars. He had used 
terror to eliminate these enemies. It was his example that en- 
couraged Stalin in the ruthless tactics he used against the opposi- 
tion. 

Obsessed with possible threats to his grand design, Stalin saw 
enemies all around him. He had reached the stage of believing 
that all who failed to support him wholeheartedly or were critical 
of his policies were enemies and as such they were allies of the im- 
perialist camp and potential destroyers of the new Soviet Russia. 
Trotsky was still the archenemy, and here again the betrayal of 
Tsar Ivan by Kurbsky provided a precedent; Trotsky was his 
Kurbsky. Trotsky was representative of the internationalism and 
cosmopolitanism, which were still characteristic of the old Bol- 
sheviks, despite their acceptance of “socialism in one country.” Al- 
though held now on the small island of Prinkipo by agreement 
with the Turkish government, Trotsky remained a threat. He was 
publishing Byuleten Oppozitsii (The Bulletin of the Opposition), 
which showed that up-to-date information was reaching him 
through his agents inside Russia. The Bulletin’s criticisms and 
proposals were similar to those set out in Ryutin’s platform, but 
the emphasis was on changing the party leadership and carried ail 
the force of Trotsky’s bitter personal hatred. 

Stalin was deeply suspicious of the old party members, the old 
Bolsheviks, among whom Trotsky would find supporters. Many 
were uneasy about his methods during the First Five-year Plan. But 
they had no alternative policies to advance, and always at party 
meetings they supported the Stalinist line. They were not a direct 
threat and had no one around whom they could rally in opposi- 
tion. Moreover, they were overawed and afraid of Stalin. But they 
exerted a divisive influence and he watched them with cold suspi- 
cion. 

The assassination of Kirov decided him on action. He would no 
longer tolerate these members who, he had convinced himself, 
were actively or passively against him; he would liquidate them. In 
their place he would bring young men of the new generation, 
educated and trained for managerial tasks, and completely loyal to 
him. 

Before leaving in haste from Moscow on December 1, 1934, he 
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approved a decree which was published on the following day and 
was to provide the basic authority for the terror.3 In Leningrad 
the immediate action taken was that Nikolaev, who had shot 
Kirov, and thirteen alleged accomplices were tried in secret on the 
charge of organizing a Leningrad center to plot assassinations. All 
were found guilty and shot. A hundred or more people, arrested 
before Kirov’s death on charges of counterrevolution, were de- 
clared guilty of terrorism and shot. In the first months of 1935 sev- 
eral thousand Leningrad citizens were arrested on suspicion of 
holding opposition sympathies and were deported to Siberia. Zino- 
viev, Kamenev, and their principal associates were imprisoned in 
Verkhne-Uralsk. A few months later they were tried in secret on 
the charge of plotting to murder Stalin. Two of the accused were 
shot, and the others, including Zinoviev and Kamenev, were sen- 
tenced to terms of imprisonment. This secret trial set an ominous 
precedent, for it was the first time that political opposition by 
party members had been tried and judged as a criminal act. But 
this was only the beginning of the terror and the great purge. 

Screening of the party membership had become a routine exer- 
cise. In 1933 members and candidate members had numbered 
more than 3.5 million. In May 1935, a few months after Kirov’s 
murder, the Central Committee directed that all party documents 
should be verified. By January 1, 1937 the number of members 
and candidates was below 2 million. In three years more than 1.5 
million members and candidates had lost their party standing. 

During these months Stalin was moving into positions of au- 
thority several men whom he could trust in the savage period 
ahead. On February 1, 1935, A. I. Mikoyan, already known as a 
staunch. Stalinist, and V. Ya Chubar, who was probably a moder- 
ate, were elected to the Politburo in place of Kirov and Kuiby- 
shev, who had died suddenly of a heart attack on January 26, 
1935. At the same time A. Zhdanov, also a Stalinist, who had suc- 
ceeded Kirov in charge of the Leningrad party organization, and 
Eikhe, a moderate like Chubar, were elected as candidate 
members. The two moderates were soon to be eliminated. 

Ezhoy took charge of the Control Commission in place of Ka- 
ganovich. He was to give his name to the worst period of the ter- 
ror. Nadezhda, wife of the poet Osip Mandelstam, recalled Ezhov 
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as “a modest and rather agreeable person.” He was small and had 
a lame leg which did not stop him dancing the gopak, a strenuous 
Cossack dance, and flirting with girls. She wrote that “it is hard to 
credit that we sat at the same table, eating, drinking and exchang- 
ing small talk with this man who was to be one of the great killers 
of our time.”5 

Kaganovich had a genius for organization and for getting re- 
sults, as he had demonstrated in directing the construction of the 
gigantic hydroelectric project of the Dnieprogres, the symbol of 
the new modernized Soviet Russia. He had a roving commis- 
sion as one of Stalin’s toughest henchmen. On moving from 
the Control Commission he took over the reorganization of the 
Kommissariat of Transport. He had watched Nikita Khrushchev, 
a burly Ukrainian peasant, at work in the Ukraine and had 
noted his energy and his readiness to apply brutal methods in te- 
solving problems. In the 1930s Kaganovich was in charge of the 
modernizing of Moscow, including the building of the Metro, the 
underground railway, in which Stalin took special interest—for 
he was determined that Moscow should outshine Leningrad and be 
a worthy capital of a great industrial nation. Kaganovich brought 
in Khrushchev to work as one of his deputies. In 1933 Khrushchev 
became deputy to Kaganovich in charge of the Moscow party or- 
ganization. This rapid advance showed that he had become a 
member of the Stalinist elite. 

Two other men came into positions of power at this time. 
Georgy Malenkov became assistant director of the cadres depart- 
ment of the party secretariat and was to work closely with Ezhov. 
The other was Lavrenty Beria, an NKVD officer who was then 
serving as first secretary of the party in Transcaucasia. An evil 
man who managed to insinuate himself into Stalin’s confidence, 
he was one of the principal architects of the terror. 

In the background and closer to Stalin than these two men was 
A. N. Poskrebyshev. If Stalin trusted any man, he trusted Poskre- 
byshev, who alone, it was said, possessed a rubber stamp of Sta- 
lin’s signature which he used at his discretion. He was responsible 
in 1934 for setting up the Special Secret Political Section of State 
Security as part of Stalin’s personal secretariat. It was this Special 
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Section, to which Ezhov, Shkiryatov, and later Malenkov belonged, 
that planned the great purge. 

On the surface of party life all seemed calm. The severe re- 
prisals expected after Kirov’s death had been limited in scale. The 
threat of terror seemed to have receded. Continued improvement 
in food supplies, the surging expansion of industry, and the con- 
stant pressures for greater, more heroic labors distracted people 
from their fears of the NKVD. 

Only two months after Kirov’s murder, the Seventh Congress of 
Soviets elected a commission to draft a new constitution, Stalin 
was the chairman. He presented the new constitution to the 
Eighth Congtess, and it was proclaimed in press and radio as “the 
most democratic in the world.” It discarded Lenin’s electoral sys- 
tem, favoring the working class, and introduced direct secret vot- 
ing. This advance was possible, he declared, because the first stage 
of communism had been achieved. It included guarantees of the 
rights of all citizens, which made the dread arm of the NKVD 
seem even more remote. But during these months of drafting a 
more liberal constitution the great purge was getting under way. 
Arrests, usually secret and in the dead of night, were more fre- 
quent, but all maintained the pretense that life was normal. 

At the end of July 1936, party organizations throughout the 
country received a secret directive with the ominous title “On the 
terrorist activity of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite counterrevolutionary 
bloc.” It called for special vigilance in seeking out and denounc- 
ing enemies of the regime and ordered a new review of party 
membership. 

The terror broke upon the nation in August 1936 with the sen- 
sational Trial of the Sixteen. Zinoviev, Kamenev, and fourteen 
other old Bolsheviks were charged with setting up a secret terrorist 
center under the direction of Trotsky in exile. The center, it was 
alleged, had planned the assassination of Kirov and was plotting 
attempts on the lives of Stalin, and those close to him. Stalin had 
anticipated the incredulity evoked by such charges against old rev- 
olutionaries and had ordered careful preparations. His purpose 
was not only to disburden himself of the old Bolsheviks, but also 
to revise the revolutionary tradition so that the new generation of 
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leaders would be equipped in education and outlook to advance 
Soviet Russia. 

Revolutionary assassins of the past had been glorified as heroes. 
The murderers of Alexander II and of numerous tsarist officials 
and even those who had failed in their assassination attempts, like 
Lenin’s brother, were members of the revolutionary pantheon. 
Every young Russian knew their stories and how they had hurled 
defiance at the courts during their trials, going to their deaths like 
martyrs. 

This tradition was no longer relevant. It might even become 
dangerous. Stalin considered it essential to re-educate the coming 
generation, giving them positive heroes in place of the destructive 
terrorists, who belonged to a different age. While schools instilled 
in young people the duties of discipline and respect for authority, 
the state set about creating new heroes, who would inspire them 
in building a new Russia. Already the press and radio were pro- 
claiming Stakhanov, the coal miner who raised his productivity to 
unprecedented levels, and the airmen and Arctic explorers, who 
were pressing forward to new frontiers. The ideals to be inculcated 
were service and high endeavor. 

The Trial of the Sixteen was conducted in a blaze of publicity. 
It demonstrated that dangerous traitors were everywhere, even 
among the old Bolsheviks; that they were not heroes but enemies 
seeking to destroy the new Russia. The trial was effective in serv- 
ing these ends. It had seemed impossible that Zinoviev and Ka- 
menev, Lenin’s old comrades, who had held high office, could be 
sinister enemies of the new Russia. But in court each of the six- 
teen accused pleaded guilty to the fantastic charges laid against 
them. They confessed their guilt abjectly and convincingly. All 
were sentenced to death and shot. 

In the course of the trial the accused had implicated others. 
The chief prosecutor, Vyshinsky, made it known that he had or- 
dered the investigation of Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky. A few 
days later Tomsky, the old Bolshevik and trade-unionist, commit- 
ted suicide.® 

The terror seemed to falter. Tomsky’s suicide and an under- 
current of opposition among older party members may have 
daunted Yagoda and others in charge of the investigations. Stalin 
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was away at this time with Zhdanov at the holiday resort of Sochi 
on the shore of the Black Sea. He was evidently surprised by an 
announcement made in Moscow on September 10, 1936, that the 
investigation of Bukharin and Rykov had been closed, as no evi- 
dence had been found against them. On September 25, 1936, he 
and Zhdanov signed a telegram to Kaganovich, Molotov, and 
other members of the Politburo, which read: “We consider it 
absolutely necessary and urgent to appoint Comrade Ezhov 
Kommissar for Internal Affairs [NKVD]. Yagoda has obviously 
proved unequal to the task of exposing the Trotskyite-Zinovievite 
bloc. The OGPU was four years late in this matter.”” 

Ezhov’s appointment on the following day as head of the 
NKVD began a more savage phase in the terror, the Ezhovsh- 
china, which lasted until 1938. The older officers of the security 
service, some of whom had served in the Cheka under Dzer- 
zhinsky, were replaced. A purge hysteria seized the nation. The 
belief that spies and traitors were active everywhere spread 
insidiously. Unbalanced by the relentless propaganda and by 
exhortations to show vigilance and fearing for their own safety, 
people denounced neighbors, colleagues, even members of their 
own families. Lines formed outside NKVD offices, as people 
waited patiently to file their denunciations. Terror degraded the 
whole nation.’ 

The second great show trial opened in Moscow on January 23, 
1937. The seventeen accused were said to be the leaders of the 
Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Center. They had conspired with the Ger- 
man and Japanese governments to overthrow the Soviet regime. 
Their main weapon was sabotage of the economy. Again, showing 
Stalin’s obsessive hatred, Trotsky was condemned as the evil mind 
behind the conspiracy. 

Vyshinsky, who as prosecutor dominated the trial, appeared 
calm and moderate in his conduct of the case, which had been 
fabricated in impressive detail. The behavior of the accused eased 
his task. An eyewitness at the trial wrote: “All defendants seemed 
eager to heap accusation upon accusation upon themselves—mea 
culpa maxima. They required little cross examination by the prose- 
cutor.”® All were found guilty. Thirteen were shot and four were 
sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. 
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The death of Sergo Ordzhonikidze soon after this trial revealed 
even more starkly Stalin’s ruthlessness and inhumanity. Sergo 
Ordzhonikidze was one of his oldest colleagues and friends. In 
1912 he had spoken to Lenin about Stalin and had been instru- 
mental in arranging his first election to the Central Committee. 
They had worked together to resolve the Georgian problem. Ord- 
zhonikidze had shown himself on this and other occasions capable 
of brutal action. At other times, however, he could be a warm and 
humane companion. He accepted Stalin’s leadership, but as an 
old comrade and also as a member of the Politburo and Kommis- 
sar for Heavy Industry he did not hesitate to speak his mind. He 
was said to be the only one who protested to him about the 
NKVD’s activities and who interceded on behalf of some of those 
arrested. His influence had declined, however, while that of his 
rival and enemy, Lavrenty Beria, was mounting. 

Nearly all who knew Beria detested and feared him. Ordzhoni- 
kidze considered him an unprincipled blackguard and he told 
Stalin so bluntly. He opposed Beria’s plans whenever possible. But 
Beria was able in some sinister way to plant seeds of doubt and 
to foster suspicions in Stalin’s mind. He was a master intriguer, 
more cunning than the blustery Sergo. It would seem, however, 
that independently of Beria’s influence, Stalin had decided to dis- 
pense with him. 

Pressure on Ordzhonikidze had been growing. Charges of 
“wrecking” and sabotage in industry had been a major theme of 
the show trials, and the incessant demand in press and radio for 
vigilance against wreckers directly involved him. His deputy, Pya- 
takov, had been found guilty of conspiracy and sabotage and shot. 
Many of the senior officials in his kommissariat had been arrested. 
He himself was now required to make a report on industrial sabo- 
tage and to recommend fresh action to be taken against spies and 
wreckers to the Central Committee, convened to meet on Febru- 
ary 19, 1937, to consider the lessons to be learned from the Trial 
of the Seventeen. 

Ordzhonikidze was in poor health. He had high blood pressure 
and heart trouble, but he refused to rest or to take a vacation. The 
terror had penetrated into his personal life. He was anxious 
about his elder brother, Papulia, who had been arrested by the 
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NKVD and was being interrogated under torture. His statements 
were falsified and Stalin was said to have sent him extracts with 
the comment: “Comrade Sergo, look what they’re writing about 
you!”0 

On the morning of February 17, 1937, according to Medvedev, 
Ordzhonikidze had a stormy meeting with Stalin. He protested 
angrily that the NKVD had searched his Kremlin apartment on 
Ezhov’s orders. Stalin answered calmly that “the NKVD can even 
search my apartment. There is nothing strange about that.”24 
Ordzhonikidze no doubt complained about the terror and the ar- 
rest of his friends and officials in his kommissariat. Both men ap- 
parently lost their tempers, and the bonds of long friendship were 
forgotten. 

Ordzhonikidze returned to his office and worked there until 2 
A.M. next morning, when he returned to his apartment. According 
to the testimony of his wife, Zinaida Gavrilovna, he later refused 
to get out of bed. He declined to see friends who called and 
would not eat, but spent the day writing. About 5:30 p.m. she 
heard a shot, and running into his room she found him lying 
dead, the bedclothes stained with blood. She immediately phoned 
Stalin, but, although his apartment was nearby, he only came later 
and then accompanied by other members of the Politburo and by 
Ezhov.!2 

On February 18, 1937, the newspapers carried the report of 
Ordzhonikidze’s death from a sudden heart attack. The official 
certificate was signed by four prominent doctors, three of whom 
were soon afterwards arrested and liquidated. With thoroughness 
the NKVD arrested members of his family, except his wife, and 
all who had worked with him, including even the watchman at his 
dacha. Although rumors circulated, the report that he had died of 
a heart attack was generally accepted until 1956, when Khrush- 
chev declared that it was suicide. 

Suicide troubled Stalin. It was a form of betrayal. His wife had 
betrayed him in this way. Now Sergo Ordzhonikidze had shot 
himself. His protests against the arrest of Pyatakov and others had 
shown that he was not able to detect oppositionists and traitors 
close to him, but perhaps he was protesting not only from a soft- 
hearted and trusting nature but because he, too, supported these 
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traitors and would have become an active enemy. Interpreting 
people and events in these perverse terms, Stalin felt that he had 
been betrayed. Once aroused, such suspicions obsessed him, poi- 
soning his mind against his old colleague and all associated with 
him. It was in understanding how suspicions made his master cut 
people from his thoughts, treating them and all close to them as 
though they were already dead, that Beria was able to wield such 
a profound and evil influence over him. 

The meeting of the Central Committee, postponed after the 
death of Ordzhonikidze, opened on February 23, 1937. It was an 
ominous meeting. Stalin spoke at length about the wrecking and 
spying activities of foreign agents and Trotskyites, which under- 
mined nearly all party and governmental institutions, and dam- 
aged industry. They had infiltrated not only the lower ranks but 
also the most senior offices. He then castigated those present and 
by implication all members for their “carelessness, indifference, 
and naiveté,” leading to their failure to unmask the “wreckers, 
spies, and murdeters.”38 

Carried away by the party’s dramatic achievements since the 
Revolution, they forgot that, so long as there were capitalist 
states, there would be saboteurs, and further that the greater the 
success of the Soviet Union the greater would be the efforts of 
capitalist class enemies to destroy it. Constant vigilance was 
needed to eradicate such people “under whatever flag, whether 
that of Trotsky or that of Bukharin.” On this basis no one, not 
even the most dedicated worker, was beyond suspicion of wreck- 
ing. He was injecting suspicion, like a virus, into the bloodstream 
of the nation. 

The fact that he coupled Bukharin’s name with that of Trotsky 
indicated that Bukharin was doomed. Indeed, when Bukharin and 
Rykov tried to defend themselves, the meeting shouted them 
down. Like a wolf pack the delegates were now demanding to “ar- 
rest, try, and shoot” these old members. But Stalin gave his own 
tuling: “Let the NKVD handle the case.”!* 

The practical action, which Stalin ordered, was the immediate 
appointment of two assistants to every party official from the 
lowest up to Union Republic level. The Central Committee itself 
was directed to arrange courses to train regional party workers in 
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“problems of internal and foreign policy.” Students should be 
enrolled for these courses in sufficient numbers to provide “not 
for one but for several teams capable of replacing the leaders of 
the Central Committee of our party.”15 He could scarcely have 
warned the committee members more bluntly that he was going to 
dispose of them, appointing new, more trustworthy men in their 
places. To a man they applauded his prescience. The Central 
Committee had the power under the party statutes to dismiss him 
and other members of the Politburo. But his authority over them 
was extraordinary. He was the embodiment of the party, that mys- 
tic union which they served, and his word was law even when it 
wamed of their own destruction. 

For the first time the party felt the full impact of terror. Some 
measure of this impact is seen in the facts that of the 1,966 dele- 
gates who attended the Congress of Victors in 1934, 1,108 were 
arrested and did not survive, while of the 139 members elected to 
the Central Committee 98 were shot. 


Stalin was, however, looking beyond the eradication of latent 
opposition within the party and the government. Constantly in 
the forefront of his mind was the threat of war. It was a real and 
imminent threat. In the past Russia had been attacked when she 
was weak; now she was not only weak but also had embarked on 
the road to socialism, which gave the capitalist powers a further 
reason to seek to destroy her. Soviet Russia was in the vanguard of 
socialism and would be the first to be attacked. 

Germany posed the immediate danger. From the time of the 
Baltic Knights up to World War I, Germany had been a dreaded 
enemy. German military strength in World War I had made a 
lasting impression on Russians of Stalin’s generation. Now Ger- 
many was rearming. Since the birth of the Third Reich in 1933, 
expenditure on armaments had mounted from 2,000 million to 
16,000 million marks five years later. Hitler made no secret of his 
determination to establish a German hegemony over Europe. His 
anti-Comintern Pact with fapan in 1936, joined a few months 
later by Italy, was directed at Soviet Russia. 

Since 1926 when he had established his control over the armed 
forces, Stalin had worked to expand and modernize them. He was 
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no longer so concerned about the role of the Army and security 
forces in supporting the party. The overriding priority was to 
prepare against attack by Germany and other powers. He was ur- 
gently building up Russia’s heavy industry and military might to 
this end. Under the Second Five-year Plan the defense industries 
developed some two and a half times as fast as the rest of indus- 
try. Budget allocations for the Army and Navy rose from 1,430 
million rubles in 1933 to 23,200 million rubles in 1938, and in 
1940 the figure was 56,800 million rubles. Equipment was modern- 
ized and special attention given to tanks, artillery, and aircraft. In 
1934 Red Army strength was increased from 562,000 to 940,000 
and in the following year to 1.3 million. Three years later the So- 
viet armed forces had a strength of more than 4.2 million men. 

By the mid-1930s the Red Army had become a more efficient 
and better disciplined force than at any time in the past. Tukha- 
chevsky, with his outstanding abilities for organization and his 
creative approach, made a major contribution. Zhukov in his 
Memoirs paid tribute to his professionalism, his understanding of 
both tactical and strategic problems, and to his recognition of the 
importance of scientific and technical developments.1* Tukha- 
chevsky was supported by a number of men of similar ability. 
Under their leadership Soviet military thinking was being trans- 
formed. 

Two committees responsible for defense were headed by Molo- 
tov and Voroshilov. Stalin was simply a member of each commit- 
tee, but it was he who directed this massive build-up of the de- 
fense industries and the armed forces. Molotov and Voroshilov 
referred everything to him. Kuznetsov on his appointment as 
Kommissar for the Navy wrote that at first “in his ignorance” he 
took important naval matters to Molotov, as chairman of the 
Council of People’s Kommissars and of the Committee of De- 
fense. Molotov simply referred him to Stalin. He learned, too, 
that Stalin took a close interest in naval matters and that his ap- 
proval was needed in everything of importance.!* 

Zhukov and others have stated that no pattern of armament 
could be adopted or discarded without Stalin’s authority. This 
“certainly cramped the initiative of the Kommissar for Defense,” 
as Zhukov remarked, but he and others were impressed by Stalin’s 

















278 Stalin 


wide technical knowledge. The Kommissar for Armament, Vanni- 
kov, related that early in 1941 Stalin favored the 107-mm gun as 
the main armament for tanks, and he surprised Vannikov when 
he added that it was a good weapon, “for he knew it from the 
Civil War.” Vannikov had advocated the 85-mm antiaircraft gun 
for the purpose, but Stalin’s preference for the 107-mm_ proved 
justified: with some modification it was found to be excellent as 
an antitank weapon and remained in service.18 Harry Hopkins, 
Roosevelt’s personal representative, wrote of a meeting in which 
Stalin asked for a million or more American rifles, adding that he 
did not need the ammunition since “if the calibre was the same as 
that used by the Red Army, he had plenty.”2® 

G. Hilger, a member of the German Embassy, who observed 
Stalin and others at several meetings, wrote that Molotov fol- 
lowed Stalin’s instructions closely and yielded to him in every- 
thing. Stalin himself was simple and unpretentious in manner 
when dealing with the German representatives, but curt and icy 
in rapping out instructions to the People’s Kommissars. Hilger 
was impressed by the extent of the authority Stalin wielded. Noth- 
ing could be agreed without his express approval. He was struck 
also by Stalin’s technical knowledge even when discussing such a 
matter as the ordnance specification of the turrets for a cruiser 
which Germany was building for the Red Navy. Yakovlev, the 
Soviet aircraft designer, wrote of Stalin’s direct interest in aircraft 
development and, indeed, in this as in other fields Stalin made the 
final] decisions. When in 1940 Yakovlev went to Germany to pur- 
chase military aircraft, he had to send his recommendations direct 
to Stalin.24 

At the same time Stalin awed and terrified many of the most 
senior officers and officials who had to answer to him. Hilger noted 
the submissive attitude of Marshal Shaposhnikov, Chief of the 
General Staff, when speaking to him. Hopkins, too, observed the 
fear with which subordinates regarded their leader. 

Stalin demanded precise replies to his questions, and he was 
quick to show displeasure with vague and inadequate information. 
Emilyanov, a metallurgist, was present at a meeting to discuss the 
advantages of cast over pressed and welded turrets for the T-34 
tank. Stalin asked for further information. Emilyanov asked per- 
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mission to speak. Stalin turned to him and snapped, “What are 
you, a military man?” Emilyanov summoned up his courage and 
gave the answer. Stalin asked, “How would the center of gravity be 
changed by the new turret?” and “What was the difference in 
load on the front axle?” The reply that it would be “slight” an- 
gered him; “slight” was not, he said, an engineering term. Emi- 
lyanov knew the precise answer, but his attempt to speak was ig- 
nored. Stalin rejected the proposal because it was inadequately 
prepared, but he ordered a commission to examine it. He ap- 
pointed Fedorenko, the tank general, and pointed to two other 
people present, including Emilyanov. He respected the true ex- 
pert.?? 

Although often immersed in the details of military, naval, and 
governmental matters, he did not lose sight of over-all policy. In 
particular he was concerned about the weaknesses which, he 
thought, were spreading insidiously in the armed forces, as they 
had spread in party and government. He must eradicate all possi- 
ble sources of opposition and unreliability. The danger was that in 
purging the armed forces he would weaken them for a time and 
that this in turn might encourage Germany and the capitalist 
powers to make an early attack. But he could not believe that all 
army and navy commanders would serve with the unshakable loy- 
alty he required. The purge was inevitable and he must strike with 
all possible speed. 

In fact, the Red Army had consistently given the party full sup- 
port. During the collectivization campaign the Army, although its 
troops were recruited almost entirely from the peasant class, had 
never wavered in carrying out its orders from Moscow. In earlier 
purges the Army had been found to harbor fewer unworthy ele- 
ments than the party as a whole. Only 4.3 per cent of army per- 
sonnel had been purged in 1933, compared with 17 per cent of the 
civilian membership. Moreover, party membership in the Red 
Army was increasing rapidly. By the end of 1934 all senior com- 
manders and 93 per cent of divisional commanders were party 
members. 

Stalin had always shown special attention and favor to the Red 
Army, and he was popular with the officers and men. In particular 
they welcomed the stress he laid on professionalism and patriot- 
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ism. They were treated as an elite with special privileges, and 
officers had their own dachas, cars, and servants. He showered 
honors on senior officers. Towards Tukhachevsky he was said to 
have harbored resentment and jealousy because of disagreements 
during the Civil War. He had, however, recognized his ability and 
instead of sending him to some distant command, he had ap- 
pointed him to high office, in 1935 making him a Marshal of the 
Soviet Union. But then, suddenly, he became convinced that Tu- 
khachevsky was a traitor. 

Storm clouds had begun to gather over the Red Army early in 
1937. In the Trial of the Seventeen, the evidence had implicated 
several commanders. Tukhachevsky continued as Deputy Kommis- 
sar of War, but he was known to be under suspicion and many 
shunned him. It was ominous, too, that in May (1937) the 
system of dual command was revived. It provided that the mili- 
tary commander had a political kommissar at his side, sharing the 
command and endorsing all orders. The Army had always re- 
sented this system, which after 1925 had given place to the single 
command system. 

On May 1, 1937, Tukhachevsky stood at Stalin’s side on the 
Lenin Mausoleum, reviewing the parade on the Red Square. He 
was nearing the peak of his career, for in the event of war with 
Germany—and he was convinced that it was imminent—he would 
probably be made deputy to the Commander in Chief. He had 
been appointed to represent the Soviet government in London at 
the coronation of King George VI. A few days before he was to 
depart, however, his appointment was canceled. He was relieved 
of office as Deputy Kommissar of War on May 20 and sent to 
command the Volga military district. He arrived there on May 25 
and was arrested next day. 

Prayda announced on June 11, 1937, that he and seven others 
with the rank of general were to be tried in secret. The military 
court, which took only one day to hear the evidence and find 
them guilty, included four Marshals of the Soviet Union. Voroshi- 
lov and Budénny were completely subservient to Stalin’s will. Ye- 
gorov, too, had come under Stalin’s influence during the Civil 
War. But Blyukher was an officer of independent mind, who had 
been severely wounded in World War I and had displayed out- 
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standing ability and courage in commanding Red forces in the 
Far East during the Civil War. It is difficult to understand how 
such a man could have sat in judgment on a brother officer and 
signed the order for his execution. Presumably he accepted as 
proven the charges against Tukhachevsky and, if not, he was 
blindly following orders of the Politburo or was under Stalin’s 
domination. Both Blyukher and Yegorov were later arrested and 
shot. 

On June 12, 1937, it was announced that all had been found 
guilty of “espionage and treason to the Fatherland” and executed. 
Their crime, according to the press, was that they had spied on 
behalf of Germany and Japan and had conspired to surrender So- 
viet territory in the Ukraine and the Far East in return for mili- 
tary support to overthrow Stalin and his regime. There was indeed 
some evidence of a conspiracy. It was probably not enough to 
deceive Stalin, but it aroused his pathological suspicion, which 
quickly turned to conviction of their guilt.?8 

The execution of Tukhachevsky and the seven generals signaled 
the start of the purge of the armed forces. It struck with excep- 
tional ferocity during 1937 and 1938. The higher commands 
suffered most heavily. According to reliable estimates there were 
35,000 victims. They included approximately half of the total 
officer corps. Three of the 5 Marshals of the Soviet Union, 13 of 
the 15 army commanders, 57 of the 85 corps commanders, 110 of 
the 196 divisional commanders, 220 of the 406 brigade com- 
manders, all 11 vice-kommissars of war, 75 of the 80 members of 
the Supreme Military Council were purged. Of the officers below 
the rank of colonel 30,000 were purged. 

A major purpose of this purge of the armed forces, apart from 
the eradication of actual and latent opposition, was Stalin’s deter- 
mination to rid himself of military attitudes which he considered 
outdated and irrelevant. He disliked defensive strategies. He en- 
visaged massive land and sea forces which would have the capacity 
to attack on a scale that made defensive strategies unnecessary. 
Thus, the strategy generally accepted in the Soviet Navy was 
wholly concerned with the defense of Russia’s coasts. It empha- 
sized the use of mines, torpedo boats, submarines, and aircraft, 
deployed to repel invasion by sea. Virtually all proponents of this 
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coastal defense strategy were purged. In their place Stalin pro- 
moted young officers and appointed as Kommissar for the Navy 
the young Admiral Nikolai G. Kuznetsov. The emphasis now was 
on the creation of a powerful ocean-going Navy. In 1937-38 he 
launched a massive naval construction program. The Third Five- 
year Plan (1938-42) gave warship construction special promi- 
nence in the over-all rearmament planning. The plan called for 
the completion of 8 battleships, 8 battle cruisers, 14 cruisers, 12 
flotilla leaders, 96 destroyers, 48 escort ships, and 198 submarines. 
It was a program which recalled Peter the Great’s naval ambi- 
tions. But war enveloped Russia before this program could get 
under way. 

The purge was carried out by Ezhov and the NKVD, assisted 
actively by Mekhlis and Shchadenko. Mekhlis, a journalist and ed- 
itor of Pravda, and a party fanatic who was devoted to Stalin, had 
become head of the Army’s Political Administration. Shchadenko, 
who had been associated with Voroshilov and Budénny during 
the Civil War, became Assistant Kommissar of War. Both men 
were hated throughout the Army. 

The purge appeared to take place in two stages. The period be- 
tween them may have been planned to allow for the training 
officers to take the place of those liquidated. The new generation 
of officers were the men on whom Stalin was counting. He had 
deliberately removed nearly all of the veterans of the Civil War. 
They were the men who might question his commands and weaken 
in their loyalty to him and his policies. 

The Army itself appeared to accept or at least condone the 
purge. Men like Shaposhnikov, Zhukov, and many others were si- 
lent not merely to save their own skins. They were dominated and 
even awed by Stalin, but they were also brave, highly intelligent, 
and patriotic professionals. They tacitly accepted that the officers 
who were sacrificed might have represented a threat of betrayal, 
or they believed that their combined opposition to Stalin would 
have consequences far worse for the party and the country. 

The new officers had been selected and trained to be single- 
minded, absolutely obedient, and devoted to him. Like the new 
men in the party and the government, they belonged to the Soviet 
elite. But, hastily trained and promoted, the young officers were 
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untried and unsure of themselves. Time was needed for them to 
gain the confidence of command, and it was in the furnace of 
World War II that they learned and that the Red Army recov- 
ered its morale and pride. 

In December 1937 the first elections to the Supreme Soviet 
took place under the new constitution. Stalin himself was the can- 
didate in the Stalin district of Moscow. On December 11 he 
addressed his constituents as a reassuring and benign politician, 
appealing to them not as a godlike figure but as an equal. He said 
that he had not intended to speak, but the chairman—Nikita 
Khrushchev—had “brought me here, you might say, by force and 
ordered me to ‘give a good speech.’” He did not speak at length, 
claiming that Molotov, Ezhov, and others had already said what 
was necessary. He simply wanted to assure them that “You can 
depend completely on Comrade Stalin. You can depend on him 
to fulfil his duty to the people.”?5 

It was this declaration that the people wanted. He understood 
the popular mood and knew that they needed the reassurance of 
leadership and stability at this time when they were shaken by the 
news that so many of their leaders were wreckers and traitors. The 
purge was still raging. It did not strike directly at the great mass 
of the people, but it filled their lives with uneasiness and fear. 

In the elections 96.6 per cent of the electors cast their votes for 
the party candidates. The press proclaimed this as a massive vote 
of confidence in Stalin and the Soviet government. The election 
figures may have been falsified, but there could be no doubt that 
the nation supported Stalin. Semehow he stood above the purges 
and betrayals; he was the leader to whom all looked. 

Confirmation of overwhelming popular support did not, how- 
ever, deflect him from completing the purge program. Prepara- 
tions went ahead for the third and most important of the great 
show trials, the Trial of the Twenty-one, which took place in 
March 1938. The chief accused were Bukharin, Rykov, and Kres- 
tinsky, all once members of the Politburo, Yagoda, the former 
head of the NKVD, who had launched the terror, and Rakovsky, 
who had been chairman of the Ukrainian Sovnarkom and Soviet 
ambassador in England and France. The charges against them in- 
Cluded the crimes of espionage, terrorism, and wrecking, inspired 
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and organized from abroad by Trotsky. Yagoda faced the addi- 
tional charge of having murdered Menzhinsky, his predecessor in 
command of the NKVD, and of plotting the murder of Ezhov, 
his successor. It was alleged, too, that he had been an accessory to 
the assassination of Kirov and to the murder of Kuibyshev and 
Gorky. Bukharin also faced the special charge of having conspired 
with the Socialist Revolutionaries in 1918 to murder Lenin, Stalin, 
and Sverdlov. 

The trial did not proceed entirely to plan. Krestinsky caused a 
sensation in court by retracting his confession and plea of guilty. 
Such defiance was unexpected, but he returned later to recant. 
Under cross-examination Rykov was at first vague and evasive, 
then firmly took the line that he was guilty in principle on all the 
charges, but denied knowledge of, and complicity in, any specific 
crime. Bukharin took the same stand more strongly, and under ex- 
amination his replies often nonplussed and angered the prosecu- 
tion. His general plea was: “I plead guilty to being one of the 
outstanding leaders of this ‘bloc of Rights and Trotskyites.’ 
Consequently I plead guilty to what directly follows from this, the 
sum total of crimes committed by this counter-revolutionary organ- 
ization irrespective of whether or not I knew of, whether or not I 
took direct part in, any particular act.” Yagoda and others 
proved unamenable at times under examination. But none of the 
reservations or partial denials made any real impression. Bukharin, 
Rykov, Yagoda, and the others had all confessed their guilt. Three 
of the accused, Pletnev, Rakovsky, and Bessonov, were sentenced 
to terms of imprisonment. The others were condemned to death 
and shot. 

The execution of Bukharin illustrated the tragedy of the old 
Bolsheviks. Bukharin was one of the very few among them all who 
could be described as likable, although he forfeited much sympa- 
thy by his vicious and destructive attacks on his former colleagues 
Trotsky, Zinoviev, and Kamenev. He was a brilliant speaker and a 
compulsive writer from whom words poured in a fluent stream. 
He possessed great charm and had many friends. But he was emo- 
tional and easily led. Lenin, who had called him “the favorite of 
the party,” also referred to him as “soft wax,” a man easily 
impressed and politically unstable. At the time of the introduction 
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of NEP he had moved from the far left to the far right, becoming 
the champion of the peasants. In the years from 1924 to 1928 
Stalin had allowed him to pursue his policy of persuading the 
peasants to produce surpluses, and of gearing industrialization to a 
slow rate of growth. At no time, not even in the summer of 1928 
when his policy was reversed, did he speak against Stalin publicly, 
but privately in near hysterical outbursts he had expressed his 
fears to Kamenev and to Menshevik friends. In fact, he stood in 
awe of Stalin and was cowed by his savage power, which was inex- 
orably moving to destroy him. 

In February 1936 Bukharin had traveled with his wife to Paris 
on his last visit abroad. He went as a member of a three-man So- 
viet delegation with the purpose of buying the archives of the de- 
funct German Social Democratic party. The archives, which in- 
cluded many of Marx’s papers, were in the hands of Boris 
Nicolaevsky, an émigré Menshevik then living in Paris. Bukharin 
was depressed and emotional. While abroad he spoke of his fear 
of Stalin with a frankness unusual for a party member. André Mal- 
raux wrote that “he confided to me absently: ‘And now he is going 
to kill me.’”?7 But he rejected suggestions that he should remain 
abroad. Like a man hypnotized, he knew that he had to return 
to his fate in Russia. 

In conversation with Dan and Nicolaevsky on one occasion he 
spoke heatedly about Stalin. “You say you don’t know him well, 
but we do! He is unhappy at not being able to convince everyone, 
himself included, that he is greater than everyone; and this unhap- 
piness of his may be his most human trait, perhaps the only 
human trait in him. But what is not human, but rather something 
devilish, is that because of this unhappiness he cannot help taking 
tevenge on people, on all people but especially those who are in 
any way higher or better than he. If someone speaks better than 
he does, that man is doomed! Stalin will not let him live, because 
that man is a perpetual reminder that he, Stalin, is not the first 
and best. If someone writes better, matters are bad for him be- 
cause he, Stalin, has to be the premier Russian writer. . . . No, 
no, Fedor, he is a small-minded, malicious man—no, not a man, 
but a devill”2® It was the outpouring of an emotional and fright- 
ened man. 
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For his part, Stalin did not consider Bukharin a serious threat. 
He was a popular man, but by Stalin’s code he was gutless. At the 
same time he was an intellectual and cosmopolitan, more West- 
ern than Russian in outlook. He was impressionable and, as an or- 
ator and a writer who became excited under pressure, he might 
well give influential support to an opposition movement at a time 
of crisis. For these reasons, rather than personal vindictiveness, 
Bukharin had to be liquidated. 

In all of these show trials the charges were hardly credible. 
Stalin himself cannot have believed them and probably knew that 
they had been fabricated. But with his deep-rooted conviction 
that Trotsky’s influence was a pervasive cancer, he suspected that 
all oppositionists were somehow linked with him. In any case he 
was not concerned with particular crimes. To him the accused 
were real or potential oppositionists and traitors. They were guilty 
in principle, but their trial and execution must be seen to be just. 
He did not mislead himself that the Russian people and world 
opinion would share his belief in their guilt. The show trials had 
to expose them as self-confessed traitors. In fact, the trials were 
successful in convincing the Russian people, the diplomatic corps, 
and opinion abroad that the accused were justly condemned. Sir 
Bernard Pares, the foremost Russian specialist of the day, who 
had devoted himself to interpreting Russia to the West, consid- 
ered that the charges of sabotage had been “proved up to the hilt” 
and that the rest of the evidence was “convincing.”*® Joseph E. 
Davies, the U.S. ambassador from 1936 to 1938, considered that 
the guilt of the accused had been proven, adding that this was the 
general opinion among diplomatic observers.*° 

The chief reason for the plausibility of the trials was that the 
accused readily and wholeheartedly confessed their guilt. Nothing 
is more bewildering than these confessions in which dedicated 
party men declared themselves guilty of crimes against the party, 
which they did not commit. The NKVD had an armory of physi- 
cal and mental tortures which they used freely. Families and espe- 
cially children of the accused were held as hostages and their 
safety was bargained for a confession. There was no limit to the 
sadism, deceit, and corruption applied to extract confessions not 
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only from the accused in the show trials but also from the thou- 
sands dealt with summarily by the NKVD. 

The evil methods employed by the NKVD are not sufficient, 
however, to explain why men of courage, like Bukharin, Pyatakov, 
and many others, who had devoted their lives to the revolutionary 
ideal, should have confessed to crimes against that ideal. There 
was in this capacity for confession and self-immolation a Russian 
element, which Stalin understood. They were like the Old 
Believers in the seventeenth century, who, having rejected Patri- 
arch Nikon’s innovations, assembled in their log-built churches 
and, chanting the old liturgy, set fire to the timber, burning them- 
selves to death. The revolutionaries of the twentieth century were 
members of a secular religion, embodied in the party. They had 
surrendered themselves to it completely and now they believed 
that they had no alternative but to sacrifice themselves to it. In 
holding and promoting views contrary to the party’s policies and 
threatening factionalism, they had sinned and must confess. Bu- 
kharin and others among the accused had been critical of Stalin in 
private circles, and this, too, was sinful. Trying to explain his atti- 
tude to Stalin, Bukharin had said, “It is not him we trust, but the 
man in whom the party has reposed its confidence.”*! In this sur- 
tender of will, conscience, and judgment to the party lay the trag- 
edy of these men who were betrayed by their blind doctrinaire 
idealism. 

The purge reached out from Leningrad and Moscow into the 
regional organizations of the party and the government. The 
union republics suffered and none more severely than the 
Ukraine. Stalin was particularly mistrustful of the Ukrainians. 
They had allied themselves with the Germans in 1917 and were 
obdurate nationalists, ready to break from Moscow’s rule. His sus- 
picion was aggravated by Hitler’s declared intention to annex the 
Ukvaine, and he feared that Ukrainian separatism might lead 
again to alliance with Germany. It was a major grain-producing re- 
gion and of crucial importance to the Soviet economy at this time 
when the industrial labor force was expanding rapidly. 

In January 1938 Stalin sent Khrushchev to reorganize the party 
and the government there and to revive the economy which had 
been shattered by collectivization. It was a demonstration of his 
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confidence in Khrushchev’s loyalty and in his competence as an 
energetic and ruthless administrator. Two good harvests, relieving 
immediate anxieties about grain deliveries, appeared to justify 
Khrushchev’s claims that he had solved the Ukrainian problem. 
In 1938 he was promoted to be a candidate member of the Polit- 
buro, and in the following year he became a full member. 

The purge continued unabated. People were arrested in thou- 
sands and most were sentenced to forced labor. GULAG, the 
main administration of corrective labor camps, which was a de- 
partment of the NKVD, was responsible for a vast web of camps, 
concentrated mainly in the far north and in Siberia. The founda- 
tions of GULAG had been laid in July 1918 by Lenin, who had 
ordered the setting up of the system, and within five years 355 
camps had been established, containing more than 68,000 persons. 
The most reliable estimate of the total numbers of people “living 
in detention under the NKVD” during the Ezhovshchina places 
the figures between 7 and 14 million.3? All were required to work 
at cutting timber, mining, building roads, and other heavy labor. 
Conditions were appalling. Food was severely rationed, and those 
who failed to reach their labor norms received less than the starva- 
tion minimum, Deaths from hard labor, malnutrition, and the 
harsh conditions, especially in winter, were appallingly high. But 
already the forced labor camps had become accepted officially as 
the system whereby political and criminal prisoners could be iso- 
lated and made to serve the state in developing the remoter re- 
gions of the Soviet Union.*? 

Early in 1938, however, Stalin became disturbed by the mount- 
ing fury of the Ezhovshchina. His purpose of liquidating the old 
Bolsheviks and the veterans of the Revolution and the Civil War, 
and other sources of opposition, had been achieved. But under 
Ezhov the purge had spread like a malignant plague. Everywhere 
people were spying and informing against each other and every- 
where arrests were on the increase. Terror was raging out of con- 
trol. Stalin saw the need to call a halt. He showed the same sense 
of timing and the same authority, which he had displayed nearly 
eight years earlier with his article “Dizziness from Success.” 

In January 1938 the Central Committee passed a resolution 
which heralded what was to be called the “Great Change.” The 
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title of the resolution was “Concerning the Mistakes of Party Or- 
ganizations in Excluding Communists from the Party, Concern- 
ing Formal-Bureaucratic Attitudes Towards the Appeals of Ex- 
cluded Members of the VKP (b), and Concerning Measures to 
Eliminate These Deficiencies.”® The new orders were passed 
quickly to the party secretaries at every level and to the command 
points of the NKVD, and emanating from the Kremlin in Mos- 
cow. They were promptly obeyed. The new enemy was identified 
now as the Communist-careerist. He had taken advantage of the 
purge to denounce his superiors and to gain promotion. He was 
guilty of spreading suspicion and of undermining the party. A 
purge of careerists was launched. At the same time mass repres- 
sion diminished and the rehabilitation of victimized party members 
began. 

The real halt to the great purge came, however, in July 1938, 
when Lavrenty Beria was appointed Ezhov’s deputy. He took 
charge of the NKVD at once, although Ezhov was not removed 
until December 1938, when he was made Kommissar for Inland 
Water Transport. Soon afterwards he was shot. 

Many NKVD officers were tried and executed for extracting 
confessions from innocent people, while others were relegated to 
labor camps. Loyal party members, emerging from the long night- 
mare, were relieved by the purging of the NKVD. It confirmed 
their belief that fascists had insinuated themselves into the secu- 
rity forces and the government and that they were responsible for 
the cruel persecutions and injustices of the Ezhovshchina. This ex- 
planation was encouraged officially, and it absolved Stalin and the 
Politburo of responsibility.*® 

Directly controlling every branch of Soviet policy and deeply in- 
volved in the build-up of the armed forces and conduct of foreign 
policy, Stalin could not maintain detailed control over the purge. 
He was aware that the NKVD had arrested many who were not 
guilty and that of the 7 to 14 million people serving sentences of 
forced labor in the GULAG camps many were innocent of any 
taint of disloyalty. They were inevitable sacrifices, inseparable 
from any campaign on this scale. But he resented this waste of 
human material. The aircraft designer Yakovlev recorded a con- 
versation with him in 1940, in which Stalin exclaimed: “Ezhov 
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was a rat; in 1938 he killed many innocent people. We shot him 
for that!’26 

Throughout these terrible years Stalin showed an extraordinary 
self-control and did not lose sight of his purpose. He knew what 
he was doing. He was convinced that the majority of the people 
liquidated were guilty in principle. And he acted with a cold mer- 
ciless inhumanity. According to Medvedev, Stalin with Molotov 
signed during the years 1937-39 some 400 lists, containing the 
names of 44,000 people, authorizing their execution.2? Stalin 
could not have known or studied the cases of so many people, and 
he had to accept the advice of men whom he disliked and dis- 
trusted like Ezhov. He would have acted, however, on the princi- 
ple that such sacrifices were completely justified by the purpose 
being pursued. Indeed, he went further by insisting that in purg- 
ing traitors, the NKVD should not leave possible secondary 
sources of treason. The families and everyone close to Tukha- 
chevsky and others were all arrested and banished to Siberia. Such 
paranoia and fanaticism were controlled by a ruthlessly practical 
intellect. Sentiment and conscience played no part. All was subju- 
gated to his purpose of building a powerful, invulnerable socialist 
Russia. 

The few firsthand reports of meetings with Stalin about this 
time arouse astonishment. It is as though one is presented not 
with facets of a single personality, but with several different peo- 
ple embodied in the one amazing man. Towards the end of 1936 
Joseph E. Davies, a wealthy industrialist and convinced capitalist, 
was appointed U.S. ambassador to the Soviet Union. While there 
he traveled widely and conscientiously sought to study the regime 
and its industrial program. He was honest and observant and won 
the respect of the Soviet hierarchy. Like other ambassadors he had 
never met Stalin, but he did see him in June 1938 when he made 
his formal calls on Kalinin, the President, and Molotov, the Prime 
Minister, before his departure. He was in Molotov’s office when 
the door at the far end of the room opened and to his surprise he 
saw Stalin approaching. 

In a letter to his daughter, Davies wrote: “He greeted me cor- 
dially with a smile and with great simplicity, but also with a real 
dignity.” They had a long and frank conversation and Stalin made 
it clear that he sought American aid and friendship. Davies was 
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impressed by his “strong mind which is composed and wise. His 
brown eye is exceedingly kind and gentle. A child would like to sit 
on his lap and a dog would sidle up to him. It is difficult to associ- 
ate his personality and this impression of kindness and gentle sim- 
plicity with what has occurred here in connexion with these 
purges and shootings of the Red Generals and so forth.”88 

With his officials, senior and junior, Stalin was brief, exacting, 
and peremptory. He demanded obedience and dedication, and he 
respected efficiency and expertise. But he could show warmth and 
concern, as the memoirs of Zhukov, Yakovlev, and others indicate. 
Zhukov even wrote of him as “an imposing figure. Free of affecta- 
tion and mannerism, he won the heart of everyone he talked 
with.”® Moments of friendliness, like his simplicity and charm of 
manner, are usually dismissed as theatrical displays turned on for 
a purpose.‘ But he was a man, at times human and considerate, 
and at other times inhuman and implacable. His moments of 
affection and benevolence were rare occasions of genuine emotion, 
felt by a man, isolated by his power, by his relentless sense of mis- 
sion, and by his mistrust of others. 

At the end of this dark and terrible period of the purges, Stalin 
stood in an unassailable position. He was the father and leader of 
the people. They had not identified him with his repression. In 
the sixteenth century the Russians had blamed the boyars for the 
excesses of Ivan the Terrible’s reign, and in later centuries they 
had blamed the Tsar’s officials, rarely the Tsar himself. In the 
same way Stalin had not been blamed. He rarely appeared in pub- 
lic or addressed meetings in the years 1936-38. He cultivated an 
aloofness which encouraged the general belief that he did not 
know and was not responsible for the crimes of the NKVD. 

Instead Ezhov had been brought into the limelight. He and his 
senior officers were decorated with the Order of Lenin, and the 
presentations were widely publicized. A resolution passed by 
workers of the Stalin Automobile Factory, and typical of resolu- 
tions passed in factories, offices, and schools throughout the 
country, expressed gratitude to the “workers of the NKVD led by 
their fighting kommissar, N. I. Ezhov, so indefatigable and ruth- 
less in unmasking the people’s enemies.” The resolution closed 
with “Long live the famed and vigilant Soviet counter-espionage 
with its iron kommissar, Ezhov.”*! Ilya Ehrenburg, the leading 
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journalist of the time, wrote after Stalin’s death: “We thought 
(probably because we wanted to think so) that Stalin did not 
know about the senseless ravaging of Communists, of the Soviet 
intelligentsia.” He also described meeting Boris Pastemak on a 
snowy night in Lavrushensky Pereulok at the height of the 
Ezhovshchina. Pasternak raised his hands to the darkened sky and 
exclaimed, “If only someone would tell Stalin about itl’? 

Stalin had nevertheless achieved his purpose. He had liquidated 
the old generation of revolutionaries and intelligentsia, retaining 
only those whom he considered absolutely loyal and necessary. He 
was now advancing the new Soviet elite, who were young, tough, 
and devoted to him. An English economist who spent a year from 
mid-1936 studying in the Economic Research Institute of Gosplan 
in Moscow, and lived in the students’ hostel of the All-Union 
Planning Academy, wrote that the academy was a kind of party 
school for training members of unimpeachable loyalty for senior 
posts: 


Notwithstanding all their variety of personal character, these 
people were very alike, so far as I knew them, in their rather sim- 
ple-minded and ruthless practicality. Marxist theory and Soviet 
policy as expounded by Stalin suited them exactly. I could not 
and cannot imagine a leader better suited to them. In the opin- 
ion of one of them there were about 50,000 party members of 
their general status and these were the “masters of the country.” 
The purge which throughout this period was mounting to its cli- 
max worried them not at all in any way apparent to me either for 
their own safety or for pity.4% 


With this new generation of selected and trained Stalinist 
members, Stalin transformed the managerial class in party and 
state. They were inexperienced and were faced with the malaise, 
aggravated by the years of terror, which took the form of un- 
willingness and fear of taking initiative and responsibility. In the 
armed forces, the untried young officers, and the damage done to 
morale, were to bring the country clese to disaster. But Stalin 
could claim that Soviet Russia had become stronger as a result of 
his grandiose campaigns of industrialization, collectivization, edu- 
cation, and social transformation, and that the nation was better 
prepared to meet the grave challenge already looming. 
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Preludes to War 
1939-4] 


The 19308 were years of mounting pressures on Stalin. Over-all 
policy as well as major, and often minor, decisions on indus- 
trialization, social reforms, the build-up of the armed forces, and 
foreign policy were referred to the Politburo. Usually they were 
discussed, but it was Stalin himself who made the decisions. For- 
eign policy was one of his special concerns. The Soviet Union was 
menaced in the east and west, and the conduct of foreign tela- 
tions became more complex and demanding, as he sought to 
deflect or at least delay the inevitable war. He carried enormous 
responsibilities, and only a man of exceptional physical stamina, 
sharp and disciplined intelligence, and iron self-control could have 
met such demands. 

In the early years of the Soviet regime Stalin had taken only 
slight interest in foreign policy. Lenin, working with Chicherin, 
the Kommissar for Foreign Affairs, and Litvinov, his deputy, and 
with Bukharin, Kamenev, and Trotsky, had made it his respon- 
sibility. He had assumed a doctrinaire approach. Marxist dogma 
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denied absolutely the possibility of permanent peace between 
“the camp of socialism” and “the camp of capitalism.”! The func- 
tion of Soviet policy was to promote revolution in the enemy 
camp through the Comintern, the organ of world revolution, and 
by any other means. 

Lenin had found, however, that as a matter of political and eco- 
nomic survival he had to pursue normal relations with other coun- 
tries. Soviet policy sought to build a system of alliances which 
would end Russia’s isolation from the world community of na- 
tions. Progress was slow at first. The capitalist powers were wary 
of approaches from a government which preached revolution and 
pursued subversion in their countries. The efforts of Chicherin 
and Litvinov were rewarded in 1921, however, by peace treaties 
with Afghanistan, Persia, and Turkey; and then dramatically on 
April 16, 1922, a treaty of mutual friendship with Germany was 
signed in Rapallo. Early in 1924 recognition by Britain and most 
of the countries of western Europe further reduced Russia’s isola- 
tion, 

By 1925 Soviet foreign policy had been reformulated. National 
interest, entailing considerable continuity with the tsarist past, be- 
came the main concern. The new policy was described as a 
“breathing space” and defined as “a long period of so-called 
peaceful coexistence between the U.S.S.R. and the capitalist coun- 
tries.” 

It was an article of faith for Stalin as a Marxist that socialism 
would inevitably displace capitalism. For a time he had accepted 
that the promotion of world revolution through the Comintem 
was the first objective. Soon after the Revolution he had become 
skeptical about the prospects of world revolution and contemp- 
tuous of the Comintern. International communism was an ideal 
which Trotsky, Lenin, Bukharin, and others thought realizable in 
the near future. Stalin was not sanguine and he was concerned 
with the urgent practical problems of Soviet Russia. She was the 
home of the Revolution, and if she collapsed or was destroyed by 
capitalist enemies, world revolution would recede and become no 
more than a dream. 

Stalin’s approach was basically different from the approach of 
the other old Bolshevik leaders. They were internationalists and 
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cosmopolitans. Moreover, Trotsky, the foremost internationalist, 
was one of the many Jewish Marxists, who had no special feeling 
for Russia. By contrast Stalin was intensely Russian in outlook. 
He had adopted Russia as his homeland. His daughter wrote: 
“My father loved Russia deeply all his life. I know of no other 
Georgian who had so completely sloughed off his qualities as a 
Georgian and loved everything Russian the way he did. Even in 
Siberia my father felt a real love of Russia.”® With the fervor of a 
convert he became a Russian nationalist and as chauvinistic as 
any of the Romanov emperors. Russia was, he believed, the nation 
chosen to forge communism and lead the world. He himself re- 
mained dedicated to Marxism with world revolution and socialism 
as the ultimate goals, but they lay in the future. Russia was his 
immediate, all-consuming concern. 

During the late 1920s the Treaty of Rapallo was a cornerstone 
of Soviet policy. Stalin’s nagging fear was that Germany might be 
reconciled with the West and drawn into alliances against Soviet 
Russia. His anxiety became acute in October 1925, when Ger- 
many participated in the Locarno Pact and again in the following 
year when Germany was admitted to the League of Nations. 
Communists looked on the League as a sinister capitalist organi- 
zation. But Gustav Stresemann, the German foreign minister, was 
seeking good relations with East and West. He calmed Soviet anx- 
ieties, first by a new trade agreement, and then by the Treaty of 
Berlin, forging closer ties with Moscow. By 1932 Russia was tak- 
ing 30.5 per cent of German machinery exports. Hundreds of Ger- 
man technicians and engineers were working and instructing in 
Russia, and German officers were training Russian troops. 

The launching of the First Five-year Plan brought further 
changes in emphasis in Soviet policy. Reporting in July 1930 to 
the Sixteenth Party Congress, Stalin declared that “our policy is a 
policy of peace and of strengthening trade relations with all coun- 
tries.”* Trade had been regarded merely as an instrument of for- 
eign policy in attacking the markets and influence of the capitalist 
powers. Now trade was recognized as essential in obtaining the 
machinery, technical assistance, and capital for industrialization. 
But the pursuit of peace was the first priority. 

Fundamental to Stalin’s policies, internal and external, was the 
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conviction that war was imminent and might devastate Soviet 
Russia before she was able to gather strength. It was with this 
thought that he had demanded immediate collectivization and 
headlong industrialization. There was no time to lose. The Treaty 
of Versailles was no more than a truce between two wars. He fol- 
lowed events closely in the West, seeking early signs of the com- 
ing conflict. 

His hope was that the war would be confined to the capitalist 
camp and that Russia would be able to stand aside, as the United 
States had done during World War I, intervening decisively to- 
wards the end. But the danger was that Russia might be directly 
involved. Addressing the Central Committee in January 1925, he 
had said: “The preconditions of war are ripening. War may be- 
come inevitable, of course, not tomorrow or the next day, but in a 
few years. . . . The problem of our army, of its strength and its 
readiness, will arise in connexion with complications in the coun- 
tries surrounding us. . . . This does not mean that in any such sit- 
uation we are bound in duty to intervene actively against any- 
body. . . . But if war begins, we shall hardly be able to sit with 
folded arms. We shall have to come out, but we ought to be the 
last to come out. And we should come out in order to throw the 
decisive weight on the scales, the weight that should tilt the 
scales.”5 As the years passed it became clear that Soviet Russia 
could not remain a spectator. 

In his conduct of foreign policy, Stalin showed great caution, re- 
straint, and realism. He needed time to build up Russia’s indus- 
tries and military strength. He was constantly provoked in the east 
and the west, and in ways that must have infuriated him, but he 
never lost sight of the overriding need to delay the outbreak of 
war as long as possible. It was for this reason that he placed the 
greatest emphasis on peace and disarmament in world affairs. 

At the same time he pursued a policy of collective security. 
Early in the 1930s Litvinov negotiated nonaggression pacts with 
Poland and Finland. At the world economic conference held in 
London in June 1933, he proposed a multilateral treaty of non- 
aggression which led to the signing of treaties with all of the coun- 
tries on Russia’s southern and western frontiers. This was timely, 
for, while diplomatic relations had been restored between Russia 
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and China in 1932, a serious threat to Soviet interests and security 
had come in the Far East in September 1931, when Japan had in- 
vaded Manchuria. 

Stalin was determined to avoid war at almost any cost. With 
memories of the humiliation of Russia in the Russo-Japanese War 
of 1904-5, he must have found it extremely difficult to have to 
appease the Japanese aggressors. In the negotiations, however, he 
and his officials acted with “invincible restraint and impenetrable 
reserve” and, despite Japanese provocations, they “kept their 
heads and held their hands.”¢ 

The danger which he feared most, because war would then be 
unavoidable, was that the Japanese would invade Outer Mongolia, 
the people’s republic which served as a buffer state and was virtu- 
ally a Soviet protectorate. This did not happen. The sale of the 
Chinese eastern railway to Japan reduced tension along the fron- 
tier, but the danger of war remained. Litvinov tried to negotiate a 
nonaggression pact, but the Japanese rejected his approaches. 

Stalin had to recognize now that the immediate threat lay in 
the east, not in the west. Indeed, at this time the tension between 
Japan and Russia was acute and both countries believed war to be 
inevitable. Soviet troops were hurriedly transferred and plans were 
put in hand to develop industries to support the Red Army in 
the Far East. Stalin continued to observe a policy of strict neutral- 
ity, refusing to collaborate with Britain or the United States 
against Japan or even to take part in the League of Nations com- 
mission, set up to investigate the situation in Manchuria. He 
would do nothing that might serve as a pretext for war. 

In 1933 Hitler came to power in Germany and war clouds 
gathered over Europe. He had repeatedly expressed his hostility 
towards the Soviet regime and proclaimed his demands for the 
Ukraine and other Russian territories to meet German needs for 
expansion. His aggressive policies were disturbing. Throughout the 
first years of Hitler’s chancellorship, however, Stalin made no pub- 
lic reference to Germany. The Treaty of Rapallo and the two sub- 
sequent pacts were still in force, and he was hoping that Germany 
would continue to observe them. But he watched closely for signs 
of Hitler’s real intentions. 

At the Seventeenth Party Congress in January 1934 he made 
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cautious reference to fascism as “a symptom of capitalist weak- 
ness.” He went on to say, “Of course, we are far from being en- 
thusiastic about the fascist regime in Germany. But fascism is not 
an issue here, if only for the reason that fascism in Italy, for in- 
stance, has not prevented the U.S.S.R. from establishing the best 
relations with that country. Nor is it a question of any alleged 
change in our attitude towards the Versailles Treaty... . We 
simply do not agree to the world being flung into the abyss of a 
new war on account of this treaty.”” 

The Nazi leaders became increasingly aggressive and abusive. 
Stalin remained cautious, and he did not exclude the possibility of 
an alignment with Germany against the capitalist West. Bukharin 
and others did not share the ruthless logic of his view that any al- 
liance was acceptable if it ensured Russia’s security. They would 
have preferred alliance with the more civilized capitalists rather 
than with the barbarous Germans, and at the Congress Bukharin 
made a savage attack on Hitler and his policies. In the event, how- 
ever, Stalin’s proposals for a Russo-German alignment, and a few 
months later for a joint guarantee of the inviolability of Finland 
and the Baltic states, were rejected by Hitler. 

While careful to placate or at least to avoid provoking Nazi 
Germany, Stalin grew more disturbed by Hitler’s bellicose declara- 
tions. The German-Polish nonaggression pact suggested that he 
was fostering Poland’s claims to the Ukraine and perhaps envisag- 
ing that the two countries might somehow share the vast steppes 
between them. 

Stalin’s first concern at this time was the security of Russia’s 
frontiers. The way was clear for a German advance through the 
northem Baltic, and with Polish compliance the central route to 
Russia was open. The treaties signed by the Soviet government in 
the summer of 1934 with Czechoslovakia, Romania, and Bulgaria 
gave some security to the southwestern frontier. But Stalin knew 
that the centuries-old hostility of the Poles towards Russia made 
them his most dangerous neighbors. 

During 1934 he worked on a reorientation of Soviet policy. His 
plan was to forge strong alliances with the countries of eastern 
Europe, but this failed because of German and Polish opposition. 
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It was necessary to cast the net more widely. In September 1934 
Soviet Russia joined the League of Nations. 

Reporting to the Seventh Congress of Soviets on January 28, 
1935, Molotov spoke of the “expediency of collaborating with the 
League of Nations, although we are not prone to overestimate the 
importance of such organizations.”® He went on to condemn Ger- 
man racial theories and quoted Hitler's Mein Kampf on the “pol- 
icy of territorial conquest” directed at Russia.® He spoke of the 
growing strength of the Red Army and of increased Soviet defense 
expenditure. He conveyed a strong confidence in the might of the 
Soviet forces.1° But the Soviet leaders were desperately worried. 
The pace of German rearmament, supported by a highly devel- 
oped heavy industry, far outstripped the rate of Soviet expansion. 

In 1935 Stalin began seeking alliances with the capitalist West. 
For years the United States had stubbornly refused to recognize 
the Soviet government. Communist doctrine and propaganda 
about the evils and imminent collapse of capitalism had antago- 
nized American opinion. The United States had enjoyed great 
prosperity during the 1920s, which was taken as proof of the supe- 
tiority of capitalism and democracy. Any expression of support or 
sympathy for Soviet Russia was liable to be condemned as “un- 
American.” 

Confident in its wealth and strength, the United States felt no 
need for diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union and took a 
strong moral stand against communism. But trade flourished be- 
tween the two countries during the 1920s. Americans traveled 
freely to Russia, and American engineers and technicians contrib- 
uted to Soviet industrialization. 

The economic depression brought a sharp change in the Ameri- 
can attitude. Business interests began pressing for recognition of 
the Soviet government in the hope that it would increase trade. It 
was, however, the need to counter the growing dominance of 
Japan in the Pacific that brought the change in U.S. policy in 
1933. The Roosevelt administration on coming to power was 
teady to act, and recognition of the Soviet regime quickly fol- 
lowed. The Soviet press was jubilant in hailing the new treaty 
with the United States. But relations were at once disrupted by 
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disputes over the repayment of loans made to Kerensky’s govern- 
ment, and over Soviet propaganda. The truculent behavior of 
William C. Bullitt, the first U.S. ambassador, aggravated the 
conflicts. However, a trade agreement, signed on July 13, 1935, 
gave promise of more friendly relations. 

In March 1935 Anthony Eden, a junior minister but already 
regarded as the coming Foreign Secretary, visited Moscow. The 
fact that Sir John Simon, a senior cabinet minister, went to Berlin 
was not permitted to overcloud the courteous reception extended 
to Eden. Later Churchill wrote that Eden “established contacts 
with Stalin which were to be revived with advantage after some 
years.”11 The significance of the visit was that Stalin himself took 
pains to welcome a junior minister from a country which along 
with France had always been regarded as Russia’s chief enemy. 
Two months later he received Pierre Laval and Eduard Bene, 
and the Russo-French and Russo-Czech alliances were agreed. 

Stalin’s new policy alignment was reflected strikingly in Soviet 
foreign trade. In 1932 Germany had supplied 46.5 per cent of Rus- 
sia’s total imports. By 1935 the figure had dropped to 9g per cent. 
Britain had displaced Germany, and imports from the United 
States were increasing. Germany extended massive credits in seek- 
ing to recover this vital trade. In 1936 the German share of the 
Soviet market rose to 22.8 per cent, but it soon dropped again. 

Soviet propaganda now began projecting Russia as the cham- 
pion of antifascism and peace. Its revolutionary mission was 
suppressed and denied. The Comintern’s directives to member- 
parties were drastically revised to support Soviet policy. The Sev- 
enth Congress of the International called for “popular fronts” to 
be formed by Communists with Liberal, Labor, and even Con- 
servative parties to fight against fascism. Litvinov, who was a Jew 
and detested Nazism, was tireless in promoting the new policy. 
Stalin himself granted an interview on March 5, 1936, to the 
American editor Roy Howard, in which he maintained firmly that 
“to assert that we desire to bring about revolution in other coun- 
tries by interfering with their way of life is to speak of something 
that does not exist and which we have never preached.”!2 Such 
statements and the heavy barrage of Soviet propaganda made an 
impression on world opinion, but mistrust of the Bolsheviks and 
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their regime remained widespread in the West, and the devious 
role played by the Soviet government during the Spanish Civil 
War intensified Western suspicion of Soviet good faith. 

The Spanish Civil War presented Stalin with acute difficulties. 
He was opposed to the fascist regime of General Franco and, in- 
deed, at this time he was proclaiming Soviet Russia the champion 
of antifascism. He feared, too, that with a fascist regime on her 
frontier, France would be less likely to join in an antifascist and 
anti-German alliance. At the same time he considered that a re- 
publican victory in which the radical left wing was dominant 
would lead to a revolutionary regime in Spain, and this would 
alarm the Western powers and damage the prospects of forging 
Soviet alliances against Germany. He would have preferred to 
avoid involvement, and he instructed Litvinov to join the commit- 
tee of nonintervention. But Hitler and Mussolini both gave active 
support to Franco, and Stalin felt compelled to aid the republi- 
cans. Through the French Communist party he sought to involve 
France on the side of the republicans. This would, he calculated, 
have had the effect of creating a combined military front against 
Germany and Italy. But France and Britain feared above all else 
that the Spanish war might develop into a world war, and they re- 
fused to intervene. Stalin compromised by giving the republicans 
minimal assistance and by insisting on the purging of the extreme 
left elements, seeking in this way to allay Western anxieties. His 
handling of the situation and in particular Soviet denials of aiding 
the republicans in the face of irrefutable evidence had the very 
effects which by tortuous diplomacy he had sought to avoid. 

The Berlin-Rome axis was formed in October 1936 at a time 
when tension between Moscow and Berlin was mounting. The 
Nazis were increasingly raucous in their hostility towards Soviet 
Russia. Painstakingly Stalin continued to avoid the least provoca- 
tion that might lead to war. He was then anxiously looking to the 
east. A German-Japanese anti-Comintern pact was signed on No- 
vember 25, 1936. It appeared to be a simple defense agreement. 
He suspected, however, that the two governments had agreed on a 
secret plan to co-ordinate action against Russia and China. His 
Suspicion was proved correct when one of his agents procured cop- 
ies of their secret correspondence. Clashes with Japanese troops 








302 Stalin 


on the Manchurian frontier increased his fears. Further troops 
were hurried to the region. A new security treaty was signed with 
the Mongolian Republic and in the following year a nonageres- 
sion pact was agreed with China. But the pressure on Russia 
mounted relentlessly. 

In March 1938 Hitler seized Austria. A crisis over the Sudeten 
Germans in Czechoslovakia followed. The belligerence of the 
Nazi leaders and the threats of violence repeated by German 
propaganda unnerved the British and French prime ministers. 
They held anxious consultations with Hitler, and both govern- 
ments agreed to bring pressure to bear on Czechoslovakia to sur- 
render the borderlands in the interests of peace. 

Stalin was not readily unnerved. He responded at once with 
proposals that Britain, France, and Soviet Russia should present a 
united front against Germany and prepare with the Czechoslovak 
High Command a combined military plan. All three powers should 
invoke the League of Nations and prepare to enforce the provisions 
of the charter in the event of German aggression. Litvinov also 
confirmed that the Soviet Union would stand by the terms of the 
mutual assistance pact of 1935 if France, too, would honor her ob- 
ligations under the pact. The Soviet plan would have averted or at 
least delayed war for a considerable time, and it was time that 
Stalin was playing for desperately.1® But France was anxious to 
back out of her treaty obligations, and, notwithstanding strong op- 
position among many Conservative Members of Parliament, the 
British government showed reluctance to support France if she 
were involved in defending Czechoslovakia. The Soviet govern- 
ment was not consulted or included in the Munich conference 
which, meeting on September 28-30, 1938, surrendered Czecho- 
slovakia into the hands of Germany. 

The Western powers failed completely to respond to the Soviet 
proposals for a grand alliance under the aegis of the League. 
Churchill observed: “The Soviet offer was in effect ignored. They 
were not brought into the scale against Hitler and were treated 
with an indifference—not to say disdain—which left a mark on 
Stalin’s mind. Events took their course as if Soviet Russia did not 
exist. For this we afterwards paid dearly.”!4 

Mistrust of Soviet intentions and good faith had mounted 
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afresh in the West. Communist propaganda had stirred new sus- 
picions. At the time of the economic recession in the late 1930s, 
the Soviet press loudly predicted left-wing victory in Spain and 
the collapse of the capitalist system. It is indeed surprising that 
Stalin permitted propaganda of this kind at a time when he was 
urgently pursuing alliances with the Western powers. More seri- 
ous in its impact on influential Western opinion was the savage 
purge of the Red Army which, in the opinion of many, “destroyed 
the confidence of Western Europe in the strength of his army and 
the strength of his government.”!° It completely reversed the gen- 
erally favorable impression of the British and French generals who 
had observed Red Army maneuvers in 1936.1¢ But while Stalin 
could easily have restrained or changed the content of Soviet prop- 
aganda, he would have regarded any change in his decision to 
purge the armed forces as being out of the question. He remained 
firmly convinced that the armed forces had to be pruned and 
cleansed of all unreliable elements in preparation for the coming 
war. 

Stalin was angered and humiliated by the disdainful attitude of 
the Western powers. He made no public comment at the time. 
He was too deeply concerned about Russia’s almost complete iso- 
lation, and he would say nothing that might exacerbate the posi- 
tion. He had no doubt about the motives of Britain and France in 
agreeing to the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia by Germany. 
Clearly they had promised Hitler a free hand in the east in return 
for peace in the west. As he remarked later: “One might think 
that the districts of Czechoslovakia were yielded to Germany as 
the prize for her undertaking to launch war on the Soviet 
Union.”!7 But he was surprised by the conduct of France in 
failing to honor her treaty obligation to Czechoslovakia. Russia 
had not been guilty of bad faith; she had undertaken to stand by 
France in the event of war. Britain was not committed in alliance 
with Russia or Czechoslovakia and so could not be charged with 
bad faith, only with having played an ignoble role in the sacrifice 
of a small nation. 

Stalin could not understand how two great powers, Britain and 
France, had allowed themselves to be so defeated in diplomacy by 
Hitler, except in return for guarantees of peace in the west. He 
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overestimated the morale and military preparedness of the two 
countries, while underestimating the general fear and suspicion 
felt towards Soviet Russia.-He had to accept that they were ene- 
mies and that in any case they were too infirm of purpose and de- 
generate to make reliable allies. 

To the Russians, Neville Chamberlain, the British Prime Min- 
ister, was the archvillain. They held him in contempt, and blamed 
him for the collapse of the Soviet policy of collective security. 
They were convinced that he was encouraging Germany to march 
eastwards, leaving Britain and France to enjoy peace while fascism 
and communism destroyed each other. 

Ivan Maisky, Soviet ambassador in Britain from 1932 to 1943, 
described Chamberlain as “undoubtedly the most sinister figure 
on the political horizon of Britain at that time” and as “a man of 
narrow views and small capabilities.” Maxim Litvinov held similar 
opinions of him. But they were both well disposed towards Britain 
and knew that there were influential groups of men who shared 
their opinion of Chamberlain. Their reports no doubt held Stalin 
from closing his mind finally to the possibility of alliance with 
Britain.18 

The winter of 1938-39 was a time of deepening anxiety. Stalin 
knew that war was drawing nearer and that Russia’s armed forces 
were still in no state to withstand a German attack. Russia would 
again be “beaten for her backwardness.” Brooding over diplomatic 
tactics to avert war, he kept every possibility in mind. The prob- 
lem was where to tum for allies. The United States kept aloof, 
avoiding commitment of any kind. Britain and France had 
tebuffed his approaches. Germany, Italy, and Japan behaved with 
increasing arrogance and bellicosity. The Poles were fawning on 
Hitler and had sent Colonel Jésef Beck, their Foreign Minister, to 
Berlin, evidently to negotiate some anti-Soviet deal. It was proba- 
bly about this time that Stalin decided to open the door to an alli- 
ance with Hitler. It was a calculated gamble, but he could see no 
alternatives. 

Early in March 1939, the Eighteenth Party Congress met in 
Moscow after an interval of four years since the previous Congress. 
The General Secretary’s review of domestic and foreign affairs was 
of special importance. Stalin delivered the report on March 10 in 
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a statesmanlike performance. He spoke of the coming economic 
depression and the danger that it would provoke world war. Ger- 
many, Italy, and Japan were the “aggressive countries,” which 
would seek to escape from a slump by going to war. He empha- 
sized the economic factors in diplomacy and spoke of the eco- 
nomic and the potential military supremacy of Britain and the 
United States. He took for granted that the United States would 
be involved in the war; it was a bold assumption at this time, 
when U.S. policy was strongly against foreign commitments of 
any kind. He castigated Western appeasement. “The war is being 
waged by the aggressor states, who in every way infringe the inter- 
ests of the non-aggressive states, primarily England, France, and 
the U.S.A., while the latter draw back and retreat, making conces- 
sion after concession to the aggressors.”2® ‘The appeasing nations 
were activated by fear of revolution and a spirit of neutrality, but 
also by the policy of allowing Russia and Germany to “weaken 
and exhaust one another; and then when they had become weak 
enough, they would appear on the scene with fresh strength and 
dictate conditions to the enfeebled belligerents. That would be 
cheap and easy.”*° But then he stressed that, although the West 
was seeking to push Russia into war with Germany, no “visible 
grounds” existed for war between them. He poured scorn on the 
so-called friends of Germany who were urging her to attack Rus- 
sia, and who were ignored by responsible German leaders. 

Concluding his report, he summarized the objectives of Soviet 
policy. They were, in fact, mutually incompatible. He was con- 
cerned to keep the door open to alliance with Britain, France, and 
the United States, yet although he roundly condemned Nazi ag- 
gression and promised Soviet support for countries subjected to 
Nazi threats, he did not exclude the possibility of coming to terms 
with Germany. “We stand for peaceful, close, and good neigh- 
borly relations with all the neighboring countries having com- 
mon frontiers with the U.S.S.R.”24 

On March 15, 1939, German troops invaded Czechoslovakia. 
Hitler announced that he had taken Bohemia and Moravia under 
German protection. Slovakia was detached and became a puppet 
State. Stalin was expecting this violation of Czechoslovakia as 
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the inevitable outcome of British appeasement, and he reacted 
promptly with a note of protest to Berlin. 

In the West, public opinion was outraged by the rape of Czech- 
oslovakia. In Britain, Chamberlain had merely expressed disap- 
proval in the House of Commons, and was visibly shaken by the 
angry reaction. On instructions the British ambassador in Moscow 
called on Litvinov to inquire how the Soviet government would 
react if Hitler attacked Romania. Litvinov responded the same 
evening with the firm proposal that representatives of Britain, 
France, the U.S.S.R., Poland, and Romania should meet without 
delay to concert action to avert such a danger. 

The British government rejected this proposal. Its proposition 
was that the four countries should issue a declaration that in the 
event of a further act of aggression they would consult. Although 
angered by this feeble alternative, Stalin agreed to the declaration, 
provided that Poland was also a signatory. But Colonel Beck, as 
anti-Russian as Chamberlain, refused to sign. He proposed a 
Polish-British mutual assistance pact, which could be broadened 
to include other powers if necessary. 

Chamberlain and Halifax now took an irrational plunge. On 
March 31, 1939, the Polish-British Pact was announced, and on 
April 13 it was extended to include Romania and Greece. Stalin 
was staggered by this British undertaking to go to the aid of coun- 
tries, two of which lay between Russia and Germany, and were in- 
accessible to Britain. If Germany attacked Poland or Romania, 
Britain could do nothing without the support of the Soviet 
Union, and in a way that was gratuitously insulting, both govern- 
ments having carefully ignored the Soviet government. Churchill, 
Eden, and others were quick to point out the blind stupidity of 
Chamberlain’s policy. 

Next, under pressure of public opinion, the British government 
proposed that Soviet Russia should give unilateral guarantees to 
Poland and Romania. Stalin turned down this suggestion, which 
provided no assistance or security for Russia in the event of Ger- 
man invasion. He responded, however, to a French proposal for a 
joint Soviet-French declaration of mutual assistance, extended to 
Poland and Romania. On April 17, 1939, Stalin put forward the 
idea of a British-French-Soviet pact of mutual assistance, which 
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would include a military convention and would guarantee the in- 
dependence of all states along the Soviet frontier from the Baltic 
to the Black Sea. This again was a practical plan and one which 
would have deterred Hitler. But Chamberlain and Halifax re- 
jected it, because it might offend Poland and Germany, and be- 
cause it would commit Britain to the defense of Finland and the 
Baltic states. For Stalin the inescapable conclusion was that the 
leaders of the British government were so blinded by hostility to- 
wards the Soviet regime that not even to avert the horrors of war 
would they consider an alliance with Soviet Russia against Ger- 
many. 

On May 3 Litvinov was dismissed and Molotov was appointed 
Kommissar for Foreign Affairs in his place. The change aroused 
speculation in the West. Litvinov had been an ardent Westerner 
and an advocate of collective security, and had many friends in 
the West. He was credited with being responsible for the Kremlin’s 
policy of alliance with the Western powers. It was not appreciated 
that he had always acted strictly in accordance with the instruc- 
tions of the Politburo, of which he was not even a member, and 
that Stalin himself directed foreign policy. 

Vyacheslav Mikhailovich Molotov, the new kommissar, was 
hardly known abroad, but his granitelike presence and relentless 
pursuit of Russian interests soon made a strong impression. At the 
time he was already chairman of the Council of People’s Kommis- 
sars (Sovnarkom), an office akin to prime minister, and one of 
Stalin’s most trusted colleagues. 

Churchill wrote of Molotov that he was a man of “outstanding 
ability and cold-blooded ruthlessness. . .. I have never seen a 
human being who more perfectly represented the modern concep- 
tion of a robot. . . . His smile of Siberian winter, his carefully- 
measured and often wise words, his affable demeanour, combined 
to make him the perfect agent of Soviet policy in a deadly 
world,”22 

Molotov’s appointment did not bring an immediate change in 
policy. Reporting on May 31, 1939, to the Supreme Soviet, he 
strongly attacked Germany and Italy and, while critical of Britain 
and France, he implied that it was still Soviet policy to conclude a 
mutual assistance pact with them. In London, Chamberlain and 
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Halifax were under increasing pressure to negotiate with the So- 
viet government. Towards the end of May the British and French 
ambassadors in Moscow had delivered proposals for a tripartite 
pact, subject to League of Nations procedures, but excluding a 
convention on military aid and assistance to the Baltic states. 
Again showing patience and restraint, Stalin responded on June 2, 
1939, with a draft agreement, which maintained the purely defen- 
sive nature of the proposals, but specified the countries to be guar- 
anteed against aggression and the extent of the commitment of 
the three signatories. 

Chamberlain seemed to approve. He expressed to Maisky, the 
Soviet ambassador, his interest in the draft and proposed to send a 
representative to Moscow to speed the negotiations. Molotov 
readily agreed to receive him. But, whereas Chamberlain and 
Halifax had gone in person to Berlin, they now sent a Foreign 
Office official to Moscow. It seemed a deliberate affront and, as 
Churchill noted, it gave “actual offence.”28 A courteous but press- 
ing invitation to Halifax to visit Russia had been waved aside. 
The mission achieved nothing. 

Responding to public demand, the British and French govern- 
ments took an initiative. Late in July 1939, Chamberlain 
suggested sending a military mission to Moscow. Stalin welcomed 
the proposal. It was hoped in Moscow that Lord Gort, chief of 
the imperial general staff, would head the mission. Chamberlain 
appointed an elderly retired admiral, who arrived in Moscow on 
August 12, 1939, without instructions. This mission, too, proved 
abortive. Stalin insisted that a military convention must include 
provision for Soviet troops to pass through Poland in the event of 
war with Germany. The Poles declared that they did not need 
and would not accept Soviet aid. The British and French govem- 
ments rejected the provision. 

War was pressing nearer. The German Army was ready to cross 
the Polish frontier. Hitler hesitated only because he feared that 
Soviet Russia would stand with Britain and France in defense of 
Poland. The certainty that this was the sole deterrent to Hitler 
must have made it all the more galling for Stalin that his repeated 
attempts to negotiate a tripartite pact had brought only rebuffs, 
humiliations, and disappointments. His foremost concern was still 
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to gain time so that Soviet industry and the armed forces could 
gather strength. Reluctantly he turned now to the possibility of an 
agreement with Hitler.?4 

The first German approaches, suggesting a review of Soviet-Ger- 
man relations, were evidently made on May 30, 1939. The Soviet 
government returned a noncommittal reply, for at that time nego- 
tiations with Britain and France were taking place. On August 4 
the German ambassador in Moscow, Schulenburg, reported: 


From Molotov’s whole attitude it was evident that the Soviet 
government was, in fact, more prepared for improvement in Ger- 
man-Soviet relations, but that the old mistrust of Germany per- 
sists. My overall impression is that the Soviet government is at 
present determined to sign with England and France, if they 
fulfil all Soviet wishes. Negotiations, to be sure, might still last a 
long time, especially since the mistrust of England is also 
great. . . . It will take a considerable effort on our part to cause 
the Soviet government to swing about.?5 


A German note, delivered in Moscow on August 15, drew a 
more sympathetic response. Molotov replied that the Soviet gov- 
ernment welcomed the German desire for a serious improvement 
in relations and proposed a trade and credit agreement to be fol- 
lowed by a nonaggression pact or a reaffirmation of the neutrality 
pact of 1926, and the conclusion of a protocol defining spheres of 
interest. On the evening of August 19, 1939, Stalin informed the 
Politburo of his intention to conclude a pact with Germany. 

Hitler was disturbed by the continued presence of the Anglo- 
French military mission in Moscow. He was seething with impa- 
tience to order the invasion of Poland. On August 20 he sent an 
urgent telegram to Stalin, asking him to receive Joachim von Rib- 
bentrop, the German Foreign Minister, on August 22 or at latest 
23. Stalin agreed. He had made his final decision to conclude the 
pact with Germany. 

By this date the negotiations with the Anglo-French military 
mission had reached deadlock and the Poles had reaffirmed their 
refusal to allow Soviet troops access to Polish territory. Stalin was 
also influenced by the fact that fighting against Japanese troops on 
the Manchurian frontier continued and by the probability that he 
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would be able to negotiate a nonaggression pact with Japan, Ger- 
many’s ally. 

On the night of August 23, 1939, Stalin received Ribbentrop 
and they agreed on the text of the agreement. But the meeting 
was cold and far from amicable. Gauss, chief assistant to Ribben- 
trop, who accompanied him, recorded: 


Ribbentrop himself had inserted in the preamble a rather far- 
reaching phrase concerning the formation of friendly German- 
Soviet relations. To this Stalin objected, remarking that the So- 
viet government could not suddenly present to their public a 
German-Soviet declaration of friendship after they had been cov- 
ered with pails of manure by the Nazi government for six years. 
Thereupon this phrase in the preamble was deleted.?6 


The pact was to last for ten years. Stalin and Hitler knew that 
it was a temporary expedient. They were enemies, and between 
them war was inevitable. But their pact had the immediate result 
of freeing Hitler to launch his invasion of Poland and of giving 
Stalin more time. “If their policy was cold-blooded, it was also 
at the moment realistic in a high degree,” Churchill observed.27 

On August 31, 1939, Molotov reported to the Supreme Soviet. 
He explained how attempts to reach agreement with Britain and 
France had failed. The new Soviet-German Pact was in accord- 
ance with the policy of peaceful coexistence, formulated by Lenin 
and endorsed by Stalin. It would end the enmity between the two 
countries. His long report was designed to quieten the anxieties of 
the Russian people. They were accustomed to think of their coun- 
try as the bastion of antifascism, and were bewildered by the 
abrupt reversal of policy, making them allies of Nazi Germany. 
But all were confident that Stalin and Molotov had the situation 
under control. The general reaction was that it was a shrewd move 
to keep Russia out of war.28 

On September 1, 1939, Hitler invaded Poland. Two days later 
the Anglo-French ultimatum expired, and both countries were at 
war with Germany. Stalin was surprised. He had expected France 
and Britain to back out of their treaty obligations. But war was 
now a teality and he stepped up Soviet preparations. The con- 
scription age was lowered from twenty-one to nineteen, and when 
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the new age groups were called up during the following months, 
the strength of the Soviet armed forces was raised to more than 
4.2 million men. On September 10 partial mobilization was de- 
creed. Meanwhile negotiations had started with Japan to end the 
fighting which had continued since 1938 along the frontier be- 
tween the Mongolian People’s Republic and Manchukuo. Molo- 
tov conducted the talks with the Japanese ambassador, and they 
agreed to set up a commission to define frontier. 

Stalin followed the German invasion of Poland with deep unea- 
siness. It was a ruthless demonstration of the mechanized power 
and efficiency of the German Army. He knew that the Red Army 
was neither equipped nor trained to withstand such an attack. 
“Victory in war,” he had pointed out in an informal meeting of 
the Supreme War Council, “will be won by the side that has 
more tanks and more highly motorized troops.”*® His army lagged 
far behind the German Army on both counts. Soviet defense in- 
dustries were making gigantic efforts, and Russia was catching up. 
He needed time and every month counted. 

First, it was necessary to secure the Russian frontiers against 
approaches through Poland and through the Baltic states. Occu- 
pation of eastern Poland, as agreed in the secret protocol with 
Germany, would create a defense region. But Stalin delayed for 
two weeks before acting on Ribbentrop’s proposal, made on Sep- 
tember 3, that, in accordance with their agreement, the Soviet 
forces should advance into Poland. 

On the day after the truce with Japan was signed, the Red 
Army crossed the Polish frontier. The Polish Army and Air Force, 
already shattered by the German onslaught, offered little resist- 
ance. In Moscow Molotov spoke with contempt of “the internal 
insolvency and obvious impotence of the Polish state,” which had 
become “a fertile field for any accidental and unexpected contin- 
gency that may create a menace to the Soviet Union.”®° He 
showed no magnanimity. The Poles were enemies who in changed 
circumstances would have treated Russia in the same fashion.** 

Stalin was anxious about the Baltic approaches into Russia. 
Leningrad, with a population of 3.5 million, was only thirty-two 
kilometers from the Finnish border and within range of artillery 
fire. Treaties of mutual assistance were imposed on Estonia, Lat- 
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via, and Lithuania. Finland was not co-operative. In 1938 Soviet 
proposals to lease certain territory along the northern shore of the 
gulf were flatly rejected. On October 14, 1939, a Soviet note made 
firm proposals for an exchange of territory, together with a thirty- 
year lease of the Hangé peninsula and frontier adjustments in the 
Petsamo area and on the Karelian Isthmus. The Finns refused to 
yield at any point. Attempts to negotiate continued, but made no 
] progress. On November 13, 1939, Stalin broke them off. His pa- 
tience was exhausted. He decided to use force. 

On November 30 the Soviet attack was launched, beginning the 
four-months-long Finnish Winter War. The Red Army deployed 
twenty divisions against fifteen Finnish divisions. The Finns were, 
however, highly trained and well equipped. The Russian troops 
were poorly led and trained and inadequately armed. Their losses 
were appalling, and by the end of the year the Finns were still 
i holding the Red Army on all fronts. 

( World opinion was on the side of the Finns and strongly anti- 
ii Russian. The Soviet Union was expelled from the League of Na- 
tions. In Britain and France the governments even considered de- 
i! claring war on the Soviet Union. Chamberlain expressed the view 
that there would be strategic advantage in fighting Hitler and 
| Stalin simultaneously and “killing two birds with one stone.” In a 
broadcast on January 20, 1940, Churchill declared that Finland 
| “had exposed for the world to see the military incapacity of the 
| Red Army.”2? 
| Stalin was appalled by the failures of the Finnish campaign. It 
was a humiliation, and he was sensitive to the contemptuous criti- 
cism and the anti-Soviet campaign abroad. The Germans secretly 
and Britain and France openly took pleasure in this humiliation 
; of Soviet armed might. The fact was that by comparison with 
H the German war machine the Red Army was lumbering and 
| inefficient. Stalin fumed with anger and repeatedly summoned 
Meretskov, who had planned the campaign, to report in Moscow. 
He bore in mind, too, that an alternative plan of campaign, pre- 
pared by Boris Shaposhnikov, had wamed that it would take sev- 
eral months to overcome Finnish resistance. Now, disturbed by 
the real possibility of armed intervention by Sweden, Britain, and © 
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France, and angered by the continued failure of his troops, he or- 
dered a massive assault. 

During January 1940 Russian troops were concentrated for the 
great advance which began on February 11. The Finns were 
overwhelmed by weight of numbers and by constant bombard- 
ment. They sued for peace on March 8, and four days later the 
treaty was signed in Moscow. The territories needed to secure the 
Baltic approaches to Russia’s frontiers had been won. Stalin did 
not consider occupying Helsinki or encroaching on other parts of 
Finland. The callousness and contempt that the Russians showed 
towards the Poles did not extend to the Finns, whom they re- 
spected. 

The Finnish war had proved a costly and humiliating operation, 
but it yielded important results. Stalin was quick to recognize the 
weaknesses of the Soviet forces. Addressing the Chief Military 
Council on April 17, 1940, he stated bluntly that all commanders 
must study modern warfare. The traditions and experience of the 
Civil War were simply obstacles to the understanding of war. 
Sweeping reforms were introduced. Zhukov was to call 1940 “the 
year of the great transformation,”39 

The status and authority of officers were raised. The titles of 
general, admiral, and other ranks and also the ranks of NCOs 
were revived in place of the revolutionary titles. The single com- 
mand system was restored and the political kommissars were sub- 
ordinated to their military commanders. Lack of trained officers 
had been felt acutely during the war, and intensive courses for 
officers were instituted. More than four thousand officers who had 
been sentenced during the great purge were recalled, including men 
like Rokossovsky, Rotmistrov, and Tolbukhin, who were to be- 
come Marshals of the Soviet Union. Military manuals were rewrit- 
ten. No trace of the old idea of equality of officers and men re- 
mained. The emphasis was on command and discipline. All of 
these changes bore the mark of Stalin’s authority and outlook. 

During these frantic months Stalin was also selecting his top 
military commanders. Klim Voroshilov, his close colleague from 
the Tsaritsyn days, belonged to the revolutionary tradition, and, as 
he had shown in the Finnish war, had not developed as a military 
commander. He was replaced on May 8, 1940, by Timoshenko as 
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Kommissar for Defense. Stalin used Voroshilov in other capaci- 
ties, for he was popular and completely loyal. Budénny, the dash- 
ing cavalry commander, had failed to master modern warfare, but, 
like Voroshilov, was kept active. 

Shaposhnikov was in a different category. He had gained his com- 
mission in the tsarist army in 1903 and had qualified at the Gen- 
eral Staff Academy in 1910. He had a broad outlook and a keen 
analytical mind. In the 1920s he wrote The Brain of the Army 
and other basic works on military organization and strategy. He 
was modest and benevolent, but also a man of strict discipline. 
Tall and dignified, he was still in manner the tsarist officer, refer- 
ring to brother officers as “old chap” (golubchik) and usually 
prefacing his orders with “Would you be so kind” or “I beg you,” 
but he was exacting and he got results.#4 He might have 
seemed an anachronism in the midst of the new generation of 
commanders, but Stalin and others held him in high respect. 

Meretskov differed from Shaposhnikov in nearly every way. He 
was a bluff revolutionary, who had served in the Red Guards, and 
was largely self-educated. In August 1940 Stalin appointed him 
Chief of the General Staff in place of Shaposhnikov. He showed 
concern for Shaposhnikov’s feelings in explaining gently to him 
that the time had come “to show the world that there has been 
a complete change in the military leadership since the Finnish 
War.” He also had in mind the need to promote younger men 
and the fact that Shaposhnikov’s health was poor. He valued his 
ability, however, and retained him at this time as Deputy Kom- 
missar for Defense with special responsibility for military engineer- 
ing and fortifications. Later he was to make him Chief of Staff 
again. 

Meretskov remained Chief of the General Staff for only a few 
months. Large-scale maneuvers played an important part in this 
period of intensive training. The first of the war games under 
Meretskov’s direction took place in Belorussia in the late summer 
of 1940, and Stalin accepted the evaluation of these maneuvers. 
Shortly after the second war game, held at the end of the year, 
however, Meretskov and the senior commanders were unex- 
pectedly summoned to the Kremlin to report personally. Stalin 
and other members of the Politburo and the Chief Military 
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Council were present. Meretskov proved incapable of evaluating 
the main features of the maneuvers. Vatutin, his deputy, tried to 
come to his aid, but Stalin silenced him. When Meretskov tre- 
ferred to the Soviet field regulations to support an argument, 
Stalin dismissed them as propaganda, adding that “here among 
ourselves we have to talk in terms of our real capabilities.”*5 Stalin 
had seen through Meretskov’s bluff facade of confidence and mas- 
tery. 

On February 1, 1941, Zhukov became Chief of General Staff. 
He had been a noncommissioned officer in the tsarist army and 
was, like Meretskov, largely self-educated. He had gained distinc- 
tion commanding armored divisions near Khalkhim Gol in the 
Far East in 1939. He had a natural ability, honesty, and strength 
of character, and he was to prove the outstanding Russian field 
commander in World War II. His relations with Stalin were on 
occasions stormy, but they were based on mutual respect. From 
many incidents related by Zhukov in his memoirs, written after 
Stalin’s death, it is clear that he never questioned Stalin’s author- 
ity and that he regarded him as a leader of profound wisdom and 
mastery of affairs, even in the military field. 

Timoshenko, Kommissar for Defense, had apparently requested 
Zhukov’s appointment. Summoned to Stalin’s office, however, 
Zhukov was taken by surprise by Stalin’s terse statement that the 
Politburo had decided to make him Chief of the General Staff. 
He protested that he had had no experience of staff work and was 
a field officer. Stalin listened to his protestations and then re- 
peated curtly: “The Politburo has decided to appoint you,” laying 
emphasis on the word “decided.”3¢ 

A few days later, when Timoshenko told him that Stalin had 
asked how he was settling into his new post, and wanted him to 
report in person, Zhukov was disturbed. “What will he be liable 
to ask me about?” “Everything,” Timoshenko replied, adding, 
“but remember he won’t listen to long reports. What it takes you 
several hours to tell me, you'll have to tell him in ten minutes.” 
“What can I tell him in ten minutes? They’re serious questions 
and require serious consideration. . . .” “He knows for the most 
part what you want to tell him,” Timoshenko said, “so try to con- 
centrate on the key problems.”8? 
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Directing every aspect of the build-up of the armed forces from 
the selection of senior personnel to the mechanization program, 
especially the introduction of the T-34 tank and the new rocket 
mortars (Katyusha), Stalin did not rely on formal meetings of the 
Politburo, the Chief Military Council, and other bodies. He val- 
ued direct personal contacts and firsthand reports by the men re- 
sponsible. At his dacha in Kuntsevo he had frequent late-night 
discussions with Timoshenko, Zhukov, Voroshilov, Beria, Mekhlis, 
Shchadenko, and others. 

About this time he told Shaposhnikov to prepare a general staff 
paper on the probable German plan of invasion. The paper was 
considered by the Politburo in September 1940 and rejected by 
Stalin. Shaposhnikov argued that the main German attack would 
fall between the Baltic and the Pripet Marshes, directed at Smo- 
lensk and Moscow. Stalin was convinced that on economic 
grounds the German strategy would concentrate on the south be- 
cause of the need for the grain of the Ukraine, the coal of the 
Donets, and the oil of the Caucasus. Soviet defenses were based 
on this appreciation of the enemy strategy. Shaposhnikov was 
proved more accurate than Stalin in his forecast. 

In the spring and summer of 1940 the lightning advances of 
Hitler’s forces in the West gave added urgency to Soviet prepara- 
tions. The German occupation of Norway and Denmark was fol- 
lowed in May by the invasion of the Low Countries and the evacu- 
ation of British troops at Dunkirk. But most shattering to the 
Russians was the abysmal collapse of France, and the German oc- 
cupation of Paris on June 14. Stalin had expected that the French 
Army, secure behind the Maginot Line, would be more than a 
match for Germany. Attention focused on Britain, now under 
Churchill’s leadership. But mixed with admiration for her solitary 
stand against Germany and Italy, there was a general fear that 
Britain would make peace with Germany, freeing Hitler to turn 
eastwards. 

Stalin was meticulous in observing the terms of the pact with 
Germany. Towards Britain he maintained a strict neutrality. But, 
alarmed by the fall of France, he hurriedly occupied the Baltic 
states and forced Romania to cede Bessarabia and Bukovina. So- 
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viet industrial output was stepped up. Everyone was required to 
work longer hours. 

At this time of tension an event took place in faraway Mexico, 
which passed almost unnoticed in Russia. The announcement in 
the Soviet press read: “London, August 22 (TASS). London radio 
reports that Trotsky has died in hospital in Mexico City of a frac- 
tured skull, the result of an attempt on his life by one of the per- 
sons in his immediate entourage.”?8 

Banished from Russia in 1929, Trotsky had applied for permis- 
sion to live in Germany, France, and England. None was prepared 
to receive this troublesome revolutionary whose activities were 
now dominated by a relentless hatred of the man who had de- 
feated him and had become supreme ruler of Soviet Russia. Bereft 
of power, Trotsky’s remarkable intellect and energy and his vit- 
riolic pen were concentrated against Stalin and his regime. 

In January 1937 he arrived in Mexico, where he had been 
offered asylum. He was housed in Coyoacan, a suburb of the city 
in what he called “the little fortress.” It had heavily barred doors, 
electrified wires, automatic alarm signals, and mounted machine 
guns. Ten Mexican policemen were on duty around the house and 
four or five guards were posted inside. From here he continued his 
campaign of polemics and vituperation. 

In May 1940, notwithstanding the strong defenses, a machine 
gun attack was made on the house. Trotsky, his wife and grandson 
were unharmed. Indeed, their escape seemed so miraculous that 
the Mexican police strongly suspected that Trotsky himself had 
staged the attack in order to discredit Mexican Stalinists. ‘Trotsky 
insisted that “the author of the attack is Joseph Stalin through 
the medium of the G.P.U.,” but the Mexicans were not con- 
vinced.3® About this time Ramon Mercarder, known also as Mor- 
nard-Jacson, insinuated himself into the household. On August 
20, while standing by Trotsky’s desk, he suddenly attacked him 
with an ice ax, smashing his skull.*° 

During 1940 relations between the Soviet Union and Germany 
remained formally correct, but were increasingly strained. Hitler 
had strong misgivings about the Russians being so near to the 
Romanian oil fields. Stalin was alarmed by reports of German 
troops in Finland and of German designs on the Balkans. ‘The 
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ten-year pact between Germany, Italy, and Japan, signed in Berlin 
on September 27, 1940, and excluding Soviet Russia, added to his 
anxieties. 

On November 12, on the invitation of Ribbentrop, Molotov ar- 
rived in Berlin to discuss “a long-term delimitation of interests.”41 
He found that Hitler was concerned only with the division of the 
British Empire between the Soviet Union and the Axis powers. 
Molotov showed no interest and infuriated Hitler by firing ques- 
tion after question at him and demanding specific answers about 
German intentions in Finland, Romania, Bulgaria, and Turkey. 
Hitler was not accustomed to interrogation of this kind, and he 
was antagonized by the rocklike obstinacy of the Soviet minister. 
As early as the summer of 1940 he had started thinking about the 
invasion of Russia, but this meeting with the persistent and im- 
perturbable Molotov probably influenced him in deciding finally 
to launch Operation Barbarossa.*2 

The facade of cordial relations was maintained in the first 
months of 1941. But tension was mounting. In March Bulgaria 
joined the Axis; Yugoslavia also agreed to join. On March 27, how- 
ever, a revolt in Yugoslavia against the pro-German policy resulted 
in the formation of a new government which looked to Moscow. 
Stalin was quick to sign a pact of friendship and nonaggression 
with the new Yugoslav regime, but could do nothing when Ger- 
man forces invaded the country and Belgrade was mercilessly 
bombed. 

On May 5 in the Kremlin Stalin addressed several hundred 
young officers, newly graduated from the military academies. He 
emphasized the importance of modernization and re-equipment in 
building up the power of the Red Army. He went on to wam 
them that the situation was grave and that a German attack in 
the near future could not be ruled out. He told them bluntly that 
the Red Army was not yet strong enough to smash the Germans 
easily; it suffered still from shortages of modem tanks, aircraft, 
and other equipment, and its troops were still under training. The 
Soviet government by diplomacy and other means was striving to 
delay the Germans until autumn, when the approach of winter 
would postpone any attack until 1942. If Soviet tactics succeeded, 
then the war with Nazi Germany would come almost inevitably 











Preludes to War, 1939-41 319 


in 1942, but valuable months would have been gained. The period 
“from now until August” was the most dangerous.*# 

This meeting was followed by a series of desperate attempts to 
appease Hitler. Friendly economic and diplomatic gestures were 
made. Painful efforts to avoid even the semblance of provocation 
were continued. On June 14, 1941, TASS, the Soviet news agency, 
issued a communiqué emphasizing friendly relations with Ger- 
many, which was “unswervingly observing the conditions of the 
Soviet-German Non-aggtession Pact, just as the U.S.S.R. is doing” 
and denying rumors, emanating from London, of an “early war 
between the two countries.”44 Berlin ignored these gestures. Hitler 
had already made his decision. 

The tension in the Kremlin became unbearable during these 
weeks of waiting. Stalin felt the strain. He was irascible, and re- 
ports on relations with Germany could only be submitted to him 
“in fear and trepidation.”*5 He had concentrated “all his thoughts 
and deeds” on averting war in 1941; he was confident, but not pos- 
itive, that he would succeed.** In the midst of the conflicting in- 
telligence reports and rumors he was deeply uneasy. The German 
Chief of Staff had issued on February 15, 1941, a special “Direc- 
tive for Misinforming the Enemy” to provide cover for Operation 
Barbarossa. False information was leaked that German troop 
movements in the east were part of the “greatest misinformation 
manoeuvre in history, designed to distract attention from final 
preparations for the invasion of England.”47 

Stalin was undoubtedly influenced by this misinformation. He 
did not believe, however, that in the last resort Hitler would de- 
part from the traditions of Bismarck’s Ostpolitik, requiring that 
Germany should avoid military involvement in Russia while en- 
gaged in the west. At the same time he had an exaggerated con- 
ception of the power and influence of the German generals even 
to the extent of believing that, contrary to Hitler’s specific instruc- 
tions, they were trying to precipitate war against Russia. 

Among members of the Politburo and the Soviet High Com- 
mand the firm opinion was that war would be averted in 1941. 
Zhdanov held that Germany was taken up with war against Brit- 
ain and incapable of fighting on two fronts. On March 20, 1941, 
General Golikoy, head of military intelligence, submitted to 
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Stalin a report on German troop concentration in the bor- 
derlands, but expressed the opinion that the information must 
have originated from the British and German intelligence serv- 
ices.4® Early in May Admiral Kuznetsov, commanding the Soviet 
Navy, sent a similar report to Stalin, giving information received 
from the Soviet naval attaché in Berlin on the imminence of war. 
Like Golikov, he nullified the value of the report by adding that 
in his opinion the information was false and planted by some for- 
eign agency.*® 

Early in April 1941 Churchill sent a personal message to Stalin, 
warning him of German troop movements and the imminence of 
attack on the Soviet Union. This was followed by an urgent wam- 
ing given to the Soviet ambassador in London on June 18. Re- 
ports from the Soviet Embassy in Berlin and from Dr. Richard 
Sorge, the brilliant Soviet spy in Japan, gave the exact date of the 
German invasion.®° 

Stalin regarded these reports with skepticism. He remained 
deeply mistrustful of Britain. There was, it seems, no limit to the 
perfidy of which he believed Britain capable. He was convinced 
that Britain and the United States were doing everything possible 
to incite Hitler to attack Russia and that Britain in particular saw 
a German campaign in the east as the one way to save herself 
from catastrophe. He believed that the British govemment had 
recently held secret talks with Nazi officials, seeking to reach an 
agreement at the expense of Russia. The flight of Hitler’s deputy, 
Rudolf Hess, to Scotland on May 10-11, 1941, intensified his sus- 
picions of British secret diplomacy.® 

On the evening of June 21 Zhukov leamed by telephone from 
Kiev that a German sergeant major had crossed to the Soviet lines 
and informed the Soviet commander that the German forces 
would attack at dawn on the following morning. 

Zhukov at once telephoned Stalin and Timoshenko. Stalin sum- 
moned them to the Kremlin. He received them alone and heard 
Zhukov’s report. 

“But perhaps the German generals sent this deserter to provoke 
a conflict,” was his first response. 

“No, we think the deserter is telling the truth,” they replied. 
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Members of the Politburo arrived. He asked for their opinions, 
but there was no response.®? 

Timoshenko produced a draft directive, alerting all commands. 
But Stalin had not given up hope that it might be a false alarm. 
He had the directive redrafted and finally approved its dispatch. It 
ordered all units on the fronts of the Leningrad, Baltic, Western, 
Kiev, and Odessa military districts to come to immediate readi- 
ness for a possible sudden German attack. Transmission of the di- 
rective was completed by 0030 hours on June 22, 1941. At o400 
hours the invasion began, 

The German forces, comprising 3 million troops in 162 divi- 
sions with 3,400 tanks and 7,000 guns, advanced in three groups: 
the north group towards Leningrad, the center group towards 
Moscow, and the south group into the Ukraine. The sixteen 
months that followed were for the Germans a period of immense 
gains; for the Russians they were months of disastrous defeats and 
horrifying casualties and devastation. 
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Wear: 
the Months of Desaster 
June 1941-November 1942 


By dawn on June 22, 1941, Timoshenko, Zhukov, and his Deputy 
Chief of the General Staff, N. F. Vatutin, were receiving frantic 
communications from front commanders. All reported air attacks 
and requested orders. Timoshenko told Zhukov to telephone 
Stalin. 

Stalin heard his report and proposal to order troops to retaliate. 
There was a long silence during which Zhukov could hear the 
sound of his breathing on the line. Then Stalin ordered him and 
Timoshenko to come to the Kremlin and to tell Poskrebyshev to 
summon the members of the Politburo. 

At 4:30 A.M. all were assembled in Stalin’s office. He stood by 
the table, his face white, and with an unlit pipe in his hand. He 
was visibly shaken. 

Molotov hastened into the room from a meeting with the Ger- 
man ambassador. He reported that Germany had declared war. 

Stalin sank into his chair and sat in silence. This was one of the 
most shattering moments in his whole life. He had used every 
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means at his disposal to avert this war. He had desperately willed 
it to be delayed at least until the following spring. He thought he 
had succeeded, but he had failed. Armaments were beginning to 
flow to the armed forces from the defense industries, and the in- 
tensive training programs were bringing daily improvements in 
discipline and efficiency. Six months would have made a vast 
difference. 

Stalin knew that he had made a tragic miscalculation. The 
Politburo and senior military commanders, with all of whom he 
had discussed his decisions, had shared his views. But they were 
dominated by him and conscious of his intellectual superiority 
and his supreme authority. He was honest enough to recognize 
that it was wholly his responsibility. He had misjudged Hitler’s in- 
tentions. Soviet Russia was threatened now with a holocaust 
which could sweep away the communist regime and all that it had 
achieved. 

It was later alleged that on this evening or during the following 
weeks when news of terrible defeats were reaching him, his nerve 
snapped and he surrendered to black despair. Khrushchev stated 
that about this time Stalin thought the end had come. He ex- 
claimed: “All Lenin created, we have lost for ever!” After this out- 
burst he did nothing “for a long time”; and he returned to active 
leadership only after a Politburo deputation pleaded with him to 
resume command.? But Khrushchev’s allegations are not sup- 
ported by others who were at his side. In fact, Stalin had never 
been more in command than during these critical days when all 
seemed lost.? 

At the dawn meeting on June 22, Stalin came out of his brood- 
ing silence to authorize Directive No. 2, calling on all military dis- 
tricts to attack the invaders. The order was unrealistic. The Red 
Army was falling back in confusion. The breakdown in com- 
munications was posing acute problems. Moscow lost touch with 
the forces to the north of the Pripet and with other commands. 

About 1 P.M. on June 22 Stalin telephoned Zhukov and said 
that, since front commanders lacked combat experience and were 
confused, the Politburo was sending him to the Southwest Front 
as the representative of the Stavka. Khrushchev would join him 
there. Shaposhnikov and Kulik were going to the West Front. In 
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teply to Zhukov’s query as to who would manage the General 
Staff at this critical time, Stalin answered tersely, “Leave Vatutin 
in your place. Don’t lose time! We'll get along somehow!”* He 
flew at once to Kiev and, joined by Khrushchev, traveled by car to 
Ternopol, where Kirponos, the front commander, had his com- 
mand post. Already on the first day of the war Stalin was follow- 
ing Lenin’s practice in the Civil War of sending trusted personal 
representatives to critical areas. For him it was not only a matter 
of keeping direct contact with the front and a watchful eye on 
unproven commanders but also a demonstration of his presence. 

Shattered by the German onslaught, the Red forces fell back. 
Directive No. 3, sent by Stalin on the night of June 22, ordering 
the Southwest, the West, and the Northwest Fronts to attack, 
was utterly impracticable. The situation was confused and infor- 
mation was not reaching Moscow. Stalin himself had no concep- 
tion of the speed of the German advance or the chaos in the Red 
Army positions. 

On June 26 Stalin phoned Zhukov in Ternopol, ordering him to 
return to the General Headquarters at once. The enemy was ap- 
proaching Minsk, and Pavlov, commanding the West Front, had 
evidently lost control. Kulik had disappeared and Shaposhnikov 
was ill. On June 28 Russian troops surrendered Minsk, the capital 
of Belorussia. German troops carried out a savage massacre of 
the inhabitants and destroyed most of the city. 

Twice on June 29 Stalin came to the General Headquarters. He 
was in a black mood and reacted violently to the chaotic situation 
on the West Front. Zhukov conferred by telegraph with General 
Pavlov, but it was clear that the situation was hopeless. On the 
next day Stalin ordered Zhukov to summon Pavlov to Moscow. 
On his arrival Zhukov hardly recognized him; he had changed so 
much in the eight days of the war. Pavlov was removed from his 
command, and with other generals from this front, he was put on 
trial. All were shot. 

Stalin held them responsible for the destruction of the West 
Front. He attached special importance to this front against which 
he believed the Germans would deliver their main assault. But 
they were, in fact, victims of the war and specifically of his own 
miscalculations. The most serious mistake was that the troops 
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were not deployed in depth along the extensive western frontier 
with the result that the German armored divisions, advancing at 
speed, were able to outflank and encircle strategic positions. 

The court-martial and execution of Pavlov and his senior staff 
also had the effect of undermining the confidence of the troops 
and of the people in the army’s commanders. Many doubted the 
allegations of their treachery and feared that a new purge was 
being planned. This fear was increased by the decree of the Presid- 
ium of the Supreme Soviet on July 16, 1941, restoring the powers 
of the military kommissars. Stalin was quick to realize, however, 
that by this drastic action he had not stiffened morale as he had 
intended but had aggravated the critical uneasiness within the 
Red Army at a time when cool and stubborm resistance was 
needed. He did not repeat this mistake. In future commanders 
who failed were demoted, or they simply disappeared and their 
fate remained secret. 

The need to set up military and civil command structures had 
been overlooked in the preparations for war. Stalin had been con- 
centrating on the defense industries and the equipping and train- 
ing of the armed forces, He personally disliked time-consuming 
committee work and, since all major matters came to the Polit- 
buro and finally to him for decision, he may have thought that he 
could dispense with supreme command organs. The outbreak of 
war had shown at once that many responsibilities had to be dele- 
gated. 

Early on June 22, 1941, Timoshenko had submitted a draft plan 
to set up a High Command with Stalin as Commander in Chief. 
Before signing the decree on the following day, Stalin redrafted it, 
naming Timoshenko as Supreme Commander and establishing a 
General Headquarters of the High Command, which consisted 
of a Council of War with Timoshenko as chairman and a mem- 
bership of Stalin, Molotov, Voroshilov, Budénny, Zhukov, and 
Kuznetsov. This arrangement, according to Zhukov, complicated 
the command, for there were in effect two Commanders in Chief, 
Timoshenko de jure and Stalin de facto. The General Head- 
quarters took the title of Stavka, the title that had been used for 
the tsarist supreme military headquarters. Stalin’s Stavka did not, 
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however, have the same large support staff, but was at first merely 
a group of advisers. 

The General Headquarters’ orders and instructions were dis- 
cussed and agreed in Stalin’s study in the Kremlin. It was a 
large, light, austerely furnished room, paneled in stained oak, with 
a long table, covered with a green cloth. Portraits of Marx, Engels, 
and Lenin hung on the walls, and portraits of Suvorov and Ku- 
tuzov joined them later in the war. Stalin’s desk, covered with 
maps and papers, was to one side. Poskrebyshev’s office adjoined 
the study and next to it was a small room, occupied by security 
guards. Behind the study were a lounge and signal room with all 
the equipment used by Poskrebyshev to connect Stalin with the 
front commanders.’ This was the main communications center. 
Stalin’s office and sometimes the dacha at Kuntsevo served as the 
supreme headquarters of the Soviet armed forces throughout the 
war. 

On June 30 the State Defense Committee (GKO) was set up. It 
was the supreme organ, and its orders were executed by the Coun- 
cil of People’s Kommissars through the machinery of the kommis- 
sariats. The Stavka, responsible for the conduct of military affairs, 
was renamed the Stavka of the Supreme Command. Its council 
now comprised Stalin as chairman, and Molotov, Timoshenko, 
Voroshilov, Budénny, Shaposhnikov, and Zhukov as its members. 
On July 19, 1941, Stalin became Kommissar for Defense, and on 
August 8, 1941, he was appointed Supreme Commander in Chief 
of the Armed Forces of the U.S.S.R.® 

One of the first and most important directives of the State De- 
fense Council (GKO), issued on July 4, was to transfer industries 
to the east. The evacuation of 1,523 industrial units, many of 
them enormous, including 1,360 major armament plants, was a 
tremendous undertaking and in human terms a heroic achieve- 
ment. But the dismantling and removal of these industries 
brought an immediate drop in production. Armament shortages 
were acute in the autumn of 1941 and spring of 1942. By the sum- 
mer, production was reviving rapidly. 

In the first fury of invasion Stalin had been taken up with the 
collapse of the Soviet defenses, the organization of the High Com- 
mand, and resisting the invader. For a short time he forgot the 
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people and the need to invoke their fighting spirit and strengthen 
their morale. The nation was shaken and bewildered by the sud- 
den devastating invasion. They had believed that the Red Army 
would never permit an enemy onto Russian soil. Stalin himself 
was in some degree a victim of this propaganda. Although he 
knew better than anyone the weaknesses of the Red Army, he had 
not accepted in his heart that an invader could cross the frontiers. 
He had approved the Draft Field Regulations in 1939, which 
enshrined the themes that “the Soviet Union will meet any enemy 
attack by a smashing blow with all the might of its armed forces” 
and that “the military activity of the Red Army will aim at the 
complete destruction of the enemy and the achievement of a deci- 
sive victory at a small cost of blood.” This confidence had been 
shattered, and he knew that it was vital to rally the Russian peo- 
ple for the bitter ordeal ahead of them. 

On July 3, twelve days after the invasion, Stalin broadcast to 
the nation. It was a historic speech, devoid of rhetoric, which ap- 
pealed to the national pride of the people and to the sturdy Rus- 
sian instinct to defend their homeland. He spoke as friend and 
leader, and it was this assurance that they had been waiting for. 
Russians everywhere and especially in the armed forces felt, as 
they listened, an “enormous enthusiasm and patriotic uplift.” 
General Fedyuninsky, who was to play a distinguished role on sev- 
eral fronts, wrote: “We suddenly seemed to feel much stronger.”® 

“Comrades, citizens, brothers and sisters, fighters of our army 
and navy! I am speaking to you, my friends,” were his opening 
words. They differed strikingly from his usual form of address, and 
at once united them with him. Then, with a profound instinct for 
the mood and needs of the people, he described their predica- 
ment, and every word burned with his own implacable will to vic- 
tory. 

At points Stalin exaggerated and excused, but he did not ob- 
scure the truth. “Although the enemy’s finest divisions and the 
finest units of his air force have already been smashed and have 
gone to their death on the field of battle, the enemy continues to 
push forward.” The Soviet-German Pact had been designed to 
give peace or at least delay the war, but Hitler had perfidiously 
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broken their agreement and had attacked with the advantage of 
surprise. He would not benefit for long. 

Using simple concrete language, he brought home to the people 
what the war would mean for them. “The enemy is cruel and im- 
placable. He is out to seize our lands, watered by the sweat of our 
brows, to seize our grain and oil, secured by the labour of our 
hands. He is out to restore the rule of the landlords, to restore 
tsarism .. . to germanize [the peoples of the Soviet Union] to 
tum them into the slaves of the German princes and barons.” 

He told them bluntly that they were locked in a dife-and-death 
struggle with a vile enemy and that they must be ruthless, utterly 
tuthless, in beating him. They must eradicate the chaos and panic 
in the rear of the lines. Then he stressed in detail the scorched- 
earth policy which they must follow. “In case of a forced retreat 

. - all rolling stock must be evacuated, the enemy must not be 
left a single engine, a single railway car, a single pound of grain or 
gallon of fuel. The collective farmers must drive all their cattle 
and turn over their grain to the safe keeping of the authorities for 
transportation to the rear. All valuable property, including metals, 
grain and fuel, that cannot be withdrawn, must be destroyed with- 
out fail. . . . In areas occupied by the enemy, guerrillas, mounted 
and on foot, must be formed; sabotage groups must be organized 
to combat the enemy, to foment guerrilla warfare everywhere, 
blow up bridges and roads, damage telephone and telegraph lines, 
set fire to forests, stores and transport. In occupied regions condi- 
tions must be made unbearable for the enemy and all his accom- 
plices. They must be hounded and annihilated at every step, and 
all their measures frustrated.” 

He expressed gratitude for the “historic utterance,” made by 
Churchill in a prompt broadcast on the evening of June 22 when 
he declared: “We shall give whatever help we can to Russia and 
the Russian people.” Stalin went on to speak of Napoleon’s inva- 
sion and of Russia’s victory over the French, adding that Hitler 
was no more invincible than Napoleon had been. Then as now 
the Russian people were fighting “a national patriotic war,” and 
they were fighting for the freedom of all peoples. He called upon 
the Russians “to rally round the party of Lenin and Stalin.”® 

The summer of 1941 was a time of disaster. The German ad- 
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vance built up a terrible momentum which, it seemed, nothing 
could halt. The West Theater was created by Stalin on July 10 
and embraced the West, Reserve, and Moscow Fronts. Timo- 
shenko was in command, and he found that the Germans had in a 
rapid pincer movement closed on Smolensk. Russian troops 
fought desperately, knowing that the fall of the city would leave 
open the way to Moscow. 

Stalin flew into a fury over the fall of Smolensk on August 5, 
1941. At the end of July, when the defeat was imminent, Zhukov 
was phoned by Poskrebyshev. “Stalin orders you and Timoshenko 
to come to his dacha without delay!” 

Thinking they had been summoned to discuss the military situ- 
ation, they were surprised to find almost all of the Politburo pres- 
ent. Stalin was standing in the middle of the room, wearing an 
old jacket and holding an unlit pipe in his hand which, Zhukov 
remarked, was “a sure sign of bad temper.”?° 

“Now,” said Stalin, “the Politburo has discussed Timoshenko’s 
activities as commander of the West Front and decided to relieve 
him of his post. It proposes that Zhukov take over. What do you 
think of that?” he asked, turning to them. 

Timoshenko was silent. Zhukov finally responded by pointing 
out that frequent replacement of front commanders was having a 
bad effect. Timoshenko had held this command for less than four 
weeks. He had done everything possible in the battle for Smo- 
lensk. The troops believed in him and it would be unjust and 
inexpedient to remove him at this time. 

“T rather think he’s right,” Kalinin commented. 

Stalin lit his pipe, eying the others present. “What if we agree 
with Zhukov?” he asked. 

“You're right, Comrade Stalin,” several of them chorused. “Ti- 
moshenko may put things right yet.” 

Zhukov and Timoshenko were then given permission to leave. 
Timoshenko was ordered to return to his front immediately. 

In the north the German advance was equally rapid. German 
troops occupied the Baltic states. On July 12, 1941, they took 
Pskov. Leningradtsi labored desperately to build defense works 
and fight off enemy attacks on the approaches to their city. By the 
end of August 1941 the German forces had cut Leningrad off 
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from the rest of Russia. The morale of the people nevertheless 
remained high. Many of them were angry with the government, in 
particular with Voroshilov, Zhdanov, and Popkov, the chairman 
of the city’s Soviet, for their shortsightedness and incompetence 
in preparing defenses. Some were critical, too, of the Red Army 
for failing to stop the German advance. The approach of the 
enemy and the air bombardment had apparently reduced Voroshi- 
lov to a state of panic. In September Stalin sent Zhukov to take 
command. He quickly brought the defenses into order. Leningrad 
was prepared for the long and tragic siege of winter 1941-42. 

In the south the German advance was halted briefly at Lvov 
and other points, and then it surged forward, directly threatening 
Kiev. On July 29 Zhukov asked to see Stalin to make an urgent re- 
port. He was seen in the presence of Mekhlis, who was hostile to 
him. Zhukov spread out maps and gave a detailed survey of the 
situation. He then made his proposals, first to bring at least eight 
divisions from the Far East to strengthen the Moscow sector, and 
second to withdraw the Southwest Front to the east beyond the 
Dnieper. Stalin at once asked about Kiev. With great trepidation, 
knowing that his answer would provoke anger, Zhukov replied, 
“Kiev will have to be surrendered.” 

Stalin exploded. “What are you talking about? What nonsense 
is this? How can you think of giving up Kiev to the enemy?” 

Zhukov took umbrage and replied that, if Stalin “thought that 
the Chief of Staff talked nonsense, then he requested his release 
from office and posting to the front.” 

“Don’t be so hotheaded!” Stalin retorted. “But if that’s the way 
you want it, we can get by without you! . . . Carry on with your 
job. We'll talk it over and call you.” 

Some forty minutes later Zhukov was summoned. 

“We have talked it over and decided to release you from the 
duties of Chief of Staff,” Stalin said. “The new Chief of Staff will 
be Shaposhnikov. True, his health is not too good, but we'll help 
him.” 

Stalin then asked Zhukov where he would like to go and agreed 
that he should take command of the counteroffensive which he 
had proposed on the Yelnya salient. 

When Zhukov asked permission to withdraw, Stalin smiled and 
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invited him to sit down for a glass of tea. He valued him as a 
proven front commander and did not want him to go in a mood 
of grievance, They drank tea together, but their conversation did 
not flow. Zhukov’s umbrage had not subsided, despite Stalin’s at- 
tempts to placate him. Before they parted, however, Stalin re- 
minded him that he was still a member of the General Head- 
quarters of the Supreme High Command.” 

The German High Command was agreed in August that their 
offensive should now be directed at Moscow. Guderian in particu- 
lar claimed that a massive attack, spearheaded by his panzer divi- 
sions, would take the city. Hitler now rejected this plan and de- 
cided to tum the main German advance southwards into the 
Ukraine. On August 8, 1941, Guderian’s group attacked the Rus- 
sian Central Front near Gomel. This new advance was seen by 
Stalin and Shaposhnikov as part of a movement to outflank the 
West and Reserve Fronts and then to make a major advance from 
Bryansk against Moscow. On August 14 Stalin hurriedly created a 
new Bryansk Front, commanded by Eremenko, who had impressed 
him—but not Zhukov or Shaposhnikov—as an able commander. 
An attack from Bryansk was, in fact, what the German Com- 
mander in Chief proposed, but Hitler had not given his approval. 
Guderian’s group was halted at the Desna River, waiting for or- 
ders to move to the east or the south. Eremenko’s offensive failed, 
and, despite Stalin’s angry messages, his troops fell back in disorder. 

At the beginning of September 1941 Guderian received firm or- 
ders to advance to the south. His armored divisions moved rapidly 
and were soon threatening the rear of the Russian Southwest 
Front. Farther to the south another German force took Dnepro- 
petrovsk, and, although Stalin had stated forcefully that the 
Dnieper line must be held, it crossed the river and moved north- 
wards. Kiev was now threatened with encirclement. 

On September 7, 1941, Kirponos, commanding the Southwest 
Front, reported the dangerous situation to Budénny and Shaposh- 
nikov. Stalin impatiently rejected his warming. He was determined 
to hold Kiev and accused the front commanders of wanting to run 
away. Finally he gave the order for the Southwest Front to pull 
back to the Desna River, but he insisted that Kirponos must hold 
Kiev. 
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The order angered the front commanders, who knew the gravity 
of their position. Kirponos was critical of Shaposhnikov, who was 
“a very competent officer of the old general staff,” but “he simply 
could not muster the courage to tell Comrade Stalin the whole 
truth.”48 Finally Budénny spoke by telephone with Shaposhni- 
kov, and, failing to gain approval for a withdrawal from Kiev, he 
sent a signal to Stalin on September 11 protesting against 
Shaposhnikov’s stand and stressing the danger. Budénny was at 
once relieved of his command. Khrushchev remained as political 
kommissar; evidently he had not protested as vigorously as he re- 
lated subsequently. Timoshenko was appointed in Budénny’s 
place. 

On the same day (September 11), Stalin conducted a teleprint 
exchange with the military council of the front. He had all the 
facts in mind and was seeking a solution. He soon had Kirponos 
flustered, and he became more convinced that withdrawal was 
unjustified. But he did not fully understand the danger or appreci- 
ate how swiftly the German panzer divisions carried out their en- 
circlement movements. After going over the arguments he re- 
peated his order that Kiev must not be surrendered and bridges 
were not to be demolished without permission of the Stavka. He 
also admonished the commanders: “. . . You must stop looking 
for lines of retreat and start looking for lines of resistance, only re- 
sistance.”14 

Timoshenko arrived in Kiev on September 13, 1941. Three days 
later the Germans completed the encirclement of the city. Four 
Russian armies were trapped. Four generals of the front command 
died, and thousands of Russian troops were killed trying to break 
out. It was the most crushing defeat the Red Army had suffered. 
For the Germans it was a great tactical victory, but, as Guderian 
was to point out, it had the severe strategic disadvantage of delay- 
ing the German plans for taking Moscow before the winter 
began.15 

Hitler’s original intention had been to capture Leningrad and 
to occupy the Ukraine, the Donets Basin, and the Caucasus. Then 
Army Group Center would advance on Moscow simultaneously 
with Army Group North. In the first three months of the war, 
however, his forces made such tremendous gains that it seemed to 
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him that Russia might collapse as ignominiously as France. He 
changed his plans, giving priority now to the capture of Moscow 
before the onset of winter. The occupation of the Russian capital 
would be a remarkable triumph and might bring down the Soviet 
government. 

On October 2, 1941, Hitler issued an Order of the Day to his 
troops facing Moscow: “Today is the beginning of the last great 
decisive battle of this year.” The German offensive had, in fact, al- 
ready begun. Konev, commanding the West Front, had reported 
to the Kremlin on September 26 that a German attack was immi- 
nent. The Stavka ordered him to stand fast. The main German at- 
tack was launched from positions south of Vyazma and in the di- 
rection of Yukhnov. Communications between the Russian fronts 
and the Stavka were ineffective. The news, received on October 5, 
that German tanks were already in Yukhnov took Stalin by sur- 
prise. He had been disturbed, too, by Guderian’s capture of Orel 
on October 2. 

The advancing German forces encircled Vyazma. Stalin re- 
mained unaware of the gravity of the position until it was too late 
to take action. The massive setbacks and the immediate threat to 
Moscow would have unnerved most men, but the impact on 
Stalin was to strengthen his grim determination to fight. No sin- 
gle factor was more important in holding the nation from disinte- 
grating at this time. 

On October 5 Stalin had a teleprint conversation with Zhukov 
in Leningrad and ordered him back to Moscow. He was worried 
then by the German break-through south of Vyazma and entry 
into Yukhnov. He sent Zhukov to investigate the situation. On 
October 10 he telephoned Zhukov at the front headquarters and 
appointed him commander in place of Konev, who was to become 
his deputy. On Zhukov’s suggestion, however, he agreed that Konev 
should take command of the Kalinin sector. 

During these desperate months Stalin was constantly observing 
the front commanders with a suspicious appraising eye. Few of 
them had had adequate military training or combat experience. 
The most senior among them had come to prominence during 
the Civil War, and they had yet to master the techniques of mod- 
em warfare. Fighting against the swift and devastatingly efficient 
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German armies quickly exposed their weaknesses. Commanders 
who showed panic or indecision were to him not unfortunate men 
who could not stand the strain, but a danger to the country and 
even traitors to be dealt with accordingly. In the savagery of this 
struggle for survival there was no time for excuses or sympathy. 
He demanded of his commanders decision, courage, and positive 
leadership; they had to give strength to the troops who were 
equally untried and who on some fronts had fled in panic. At the 
same time, mindful of the lessons of the Civil War, he exercised 
close control over them, often inhibiting initiative and at times ve- 
toing sensible action which at Kiev and other points might have 
avoided disaster. Several commanders were so afraid of him that 
they shrank from reporting setbacks, because he might hold them 
culpable and punish them as traitors. 

Zhukov, Timoshenko, and Shaposhnikov had proved their 
worth and on them he relied. Zhukov and Timoshenko were of 
the rough sergeant-major breed, peasants in origin who had 
learned by experience and had become outstanding field com- 
manders. In particular, he valued Shaposhnikov, the former tsarist 
officer with the clear disciplined mind, and when illness removed 
Shaposhnikov from the Stavka, his place was taken by Vasilevsky, 
who had been a staff captain in the tsarist army and who had sim- 
ilar ability and clarity of mind. But the fighting and defeats of the 
summer and winter of 1941 were also bringing forward a number 
of brave and competent commanders. 

Stalin himself was at all times the Supreme Commander in 
Chief, but he was to entrust increasing authority to Zhukov and 
to men like Vasilevsky, Malinovsky, Rokossovsky, Vatutin, and 
Bagramian. 

As the enemy closed on Moscow, fear gripped the city. Already 
on October 12-13 the State Defense Committee had ordered the 
evacuation to the east of many government offices, scientific and 
cultural organizations, and the diplomatic corps. By the end of 
the month some 2 million people had gone from the city. Air 
raids had started in July and had continued, but confident that 
they would soon take Moscow, the Germans did not press their 
air attacks. 

Within the city the people grew more desperate as they learned 
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of the enemy approach. The mass evacuations and fear of German 
occupation brought a mood of panic. People stampeded at the 
railway stations, trying to board any train to the east, and sought 
other means of escape. And the widespread rumors that Stalin 
and the Politburo had already fled the city raised the panic to a 
climax. 

On October 17 the secretary of the Central Committee broad- 
cast to the nation that Stalin himself was in Moscow, and he 
sternly denounced rumors that Moscow would be surrendered. On 
October 19 a state of siege was proclaimed. Spies, diversionists, 
and panic-mongers were liable to be brought before special 
NKVD tribunals and summarily punished. Stalin’s presence, and 
the fact that the German advance was slowing down, helped to re- 
store order. 

On November 6, 1941, Stalin addressed the delegates attending 
a special celebration of the twenty-fourth anniversary of the Revo- 
lution, held this year underground in the Mayakovsky Station of 
the Moscow Metro, secure from air raids. His speech was broad- 
cast and promptly published. He did not address the people fre- 
quently; a speech by him was a special event, particularly at this 
time, when the capital was in danger. 

The Blitzkrieg had already failed in Russia, he declared. He ex- 
pressed supreme confidence in the strength of the Red Army and 
the resistance of the Russian people. The severses suffered had 
been due to the perfidious breach of the Soviet-German Pact and 
the unexpectedness of the German attack. Another reason for the 
Russian setbacks was their shortage of tanks and aircraft, and he 
called for massive increases in production. 

Soviet Russia was not alone in the war against Hitlerite Ger- 
many, he declared. Britain and the United States had expressed 
their support. They were not yet real allies. “One of the reasons 
for the reverses of the Red Army is the absence of a second front 
in Europe against the German-Fascist troops,” he said. “The fact 
of the matter is that at present no armies of Great Britain or the 
United States of America are on the European continent, waging 
wat against the German-Fascist troops, and so the Germans are 
not required to split up their forces and fight on two fronts in the 
West and the East. ... The situation at present is that our 
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country is carrying on the work of liberation single-handed with- 
out any military assistance against the combined forces of the 
Germans, Finns, Rumanians, Italians, and Hungarians.”?¢ 

Denouncing the Nazis as imperialists, Stalin spoke with angry 
scorn of German arrogance, the strident Ubermensch propaganda, 
and the savage, often bestial, treatment of prisoners. He pro- 
claimed the greatness of Russia in words which appealed to the pa- 
triotism of his countrymen and sharpened their hatred of the 
enemy. 


“And it is these people without honour or conscience, these 
people with the morality of animals, who have the effrontery to 
call for the extermination of the great Russian nation—the nation 
of Plekhanov and Lenin, of Belinsky and Chernyshevsky, of 
Pushkin and Tolstoy, of Gorki and Chekhov, of Glinka and 
Chaikovsky, of Sechenev and Pavlov, of Repin and Sigrikov, of 
Suvorov and Kutuzov! The German invaders want a war of exter- 
mination against the peoples of the Soviet Union. Very well 
then! If they want a war of extermination, they shall have itl 
Our task now . . . will be to destroy every German to the very 
last man who has come to occupy our country. No mercy for the 
German invaders! Death to the German invaders!”17 


On the following morning Stalin reviewed the traditional pa- 
rade on Red Square. The troops whom he addressed were on their 
way to the front. The distant thunder of artillery to the west gave 
his speech a dramatic immediacy. Again he was appealing to the 
patriotism of the people. They were fighting for Russia, their 
homeland, and the enemy was approaching the gates of Moscow, 
the mother of ancient Muscovy and the capital of Soviet Russia. 

“The war which you are fighting,” he declared, “is a war of lib- 
eration, a just war! May you be inspired in this war by the heroic 
examples of our great ancestors. . . . May the victorious banner 
of the great Lenin inspire you! Death to the German invaders! 
Long live our glorious country, its freedom, its independence! 
Under the banner of Lenin—forward to victory!”?8 

Stalin was speaking with passion ana sincerity. Far from ap- 
pealing to the love of Russians for their country as an expedient 
to rally them in defense of the party and the regime, he was speak- 
ing from the depth of his being. Soviet Russia was Holy Russia, 
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and Moscow was Matushka Moskva. Russia was his country, and 
he believed that the harsh years of building and reconstruction 
and now the savagery of war would in due course yield victory to 
the Russian people in the form of justice, freedom, and prosperity. 

The texts of the two speeches circulated rapidly among the 
troops and civilians. Aircraft dropped copies in occupied territory. 
Every Russian read them avidly. They brought a dramatic and ex- 
traordinary uplift in the morale of the troops and of the civilian 
population. The upsurge of national feeling and the veneration of 
Stalin were inseparable. He had given expression to their love for 
their native soil and their hatred of the cruel and arrogant enemy. 

The British and American support to which Stalin had referred 
in his speech of November 6, 1941, had been followed promptly 
with offers of help. A British military mission flew to Moscow. 
Stalin and Molotov discussed with the British ambassador the 
terms of an Anglo-Soviet declaration. But in his speech of July 3 
and in his first letter to Churchill, Stalin sounded the theme 
which was to dominate and overcloud relations with the Allies: A 
second front should be opened on the continent without delay. 
Churchill explained in his reply that this demand was unrealistic. 
He made a number of proposals, including the basing of British 
fighter squadrons near Murmansk, naval operations in the Arctic, 
and the shipping of aircraft, munitions, and other supplies to Rus- 
sia. Stalin demanded more. His attitude was that Russia was 
fighting the war alone and Britain, her only ally at this stage, 
owed her help. 

Underlying his relations with Churchill was his continuing mis- 
trust of the British. Churchill was, of course, quite different from 
the perfidious Chamberlain, and the British government had dis- 
carded the policy of securing peace in the west by encouraging 
Hitler to wage war in the east. But Stalin saw the British as a sub- 
tle and devious people. Among the Soviet forces and the people, 
too, the belief was that the British were saving their men and leav- 
ing the Russians to do all the fighting. 

As winter approached in 1941 the question on the minds of 
Churchill and Roosevelt was how long Russia could stave off de- 
feat and collapse. British and American military opinion, with 
only a few dissenting voices, was that Russian resistance would 
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soon be crushed. It was to form his own view that Harry Hopkins 
arrived in Moscow on July 30, 1941, as Roosevelt’s personal repre- 
sentative. Hopkins, the President’s closest adviser, was an extraor- 
dinary man. Frail and ill but with a personal dynamism, a trench- 
ant mind, and complete dedication to the Allied cause, he quickly 
reached a close understanding with Stalin. He was to play a major 
role in future relations. 

His first meeting with Stalin at this time of disaster on all Rus- 
sian fronts, when Western leaders were daily expecting news of 
Russia’s collapse, made a strong impression on Hopkins: 


He welcomed me with a few swift words in Russian. He shook 
my hand briefly, firmly, courteously. He smiled warmly. There 
was no waste of word, gesture, or mannerism. It was like talking 
to a perfectly-coordinated machine, an intelligent machine. The 
questions he asked were clear, concise, direct. . . . His answers 
were ready, unequivocal, spoken as if the man had had them on 
his tongue for years. . . . If he is always as I heard him, he never 
wastes a syllable. If he wants to soften an abrupt answer . . . he 
does it with that quick, managed smile . . . a smile that can be 
cold but friendly, austere but warm. He curries no favour with 
you. He seems to have no doubt. He assures you that Russia will 
stand against the onslaught of the German army. He takes it for 
granted that you have no doubts either. . . . He laughs often 
enough, but it’s a short laugh, somewhat sardonic perhaps. There 
is no small talk in him. His humour is keen, penetrating. . . . 

No man could forget the picture of the dictator of Russia as he 
stood watching me leave~an austere, rugged, determined figure 
in boots that shone like mirrors, stout baggy trousers, and snug- 
fitting blouse. He wore no ornament, military or civilian. He’s 
built close to the ground, like a football coach’s dream of a 
tackle. He’s about five feet six, about a hundred and ninety 
pounds. His hands are huge, as hard as his mind. His voice is 
harsh, but ever under control. What he says is all the accent and 
inflection his words need.1° 


Stalin gave Hopkins an optimistic picture of the Russian posi- 
tions. He forecast that the fronts would be stabilized before Mos- 
cow, Leningrad, and Kiev by the beginning of October at the lat- 
est. His assurance to Hopkins that Kiev would be held was 
probably a factor in the disastrous decision to forbid an early with- 
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drawal from the city. His estimate of the situation may have con- 
tained an element of bluff or it may simply have reflected his re- 
fusal to accept the prospect of further major defeats. He was 
under severe strain at this time, and Hopkins noted that he was 
chain-smoking during their meeting of almost four hours. 

Hopkins was profoundly impressed by Stalin as a man and by 
his determination to wage the war to the end. “Give us anti- 
aircraft guns and aluminium, and we can fight for three or four 
years,” Stalin had said. Writing to Churchill early in September 
1941, however, Stalin frankly expressed his deep anxieties. The 
loss of Krivoi Rog and other places “has confronted the Soviet 
Union with mortal danger. . . . The only way out of this more 
than unfavourable position is to open a second front this year 
somewhere in the Balkans or in France . . . and simultaneously 
supply the Soviet Union with 30,000 tons of aluminium by the be- 
ginning of October and a minimum monthly aid of 400 aero- 
planes and soo tanks (small or medium). 

“Without these two kinds of aid the Soviet Union will be ei- 
ther defeated or weakened to the extent that it will lose for a long 
time its ability to help its allies by active operations at the front 
against Hitlerism.”2° + 

A few days later he wrote that, if a second front was not possi- 
ble at present, Britain should land twenty-six to thirty divisions at 
Archangel or in the south to fight the common enemy.”! The sug- 
gestion of British troops on Russian soil could only have been 
made in a mood of desperation. 

Hopkins’ report led to meetings in Moscow to discuss “appor- 
tionment of our joint resources,” at which Lord Beaverbrook rep- 
resented Churchill and Averell Harriman represented Roosevelt. 
The meetings with Stalin started on September 28 as the German 
offensive burst against Moscow. The discussions at the first meet- 
ing were cordial. The second meeting was difficult. Harriman 
noted that “Stalin seemed discourteous and at times not inter- 
ested, and rode us pretty hard.” Of this two-hour meeting Beaver- 
brook wrote: “Stalin was very restless, walking about and smoking 
continuously, and appeared to both of us to be under intense 
Strain.”22 At this very time Vyazma was being encircled and Gu- 
derian’s panzer group was taking Orel, both devastating setbacks. 
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The third meeting was again cordial. The Russian demands for 
equipment, machinery, and raw materials were almost totally 
agreed. Beaverbrook, always ebullient and an outspoken supporter 
of all aid to Russia and even of an early second front, infected the 
meeting with his enthusiasm. His pro-Russian outlook and his ad- 
miration and confidence in Stalin made him a welcome guest.?8 

The offensive against Moscow came to a halt early in October 
1941. At once the Germans prepared for a second onslaught. They 
were war-weary and ill equipped for the Russian winter, but 
they were also brave and disciplined. The Russians frantically 
strengthened their defenses and brought up reserves. Within fout- 
teen days 100,000 officers and men, 300 tanks, and 2,000 guns 
were moved into position. On both sides there was a grim deter- 
mination to win this battle. 

At one stage during these defense preparations Zhukov reported 
to Stalin that the enemy were concentrating forces against the 
Volokolamsk sector. Stalin at once ordered counterblows. He 
could not endure waiting for the enemy to attack; he had to take 
action. Zhukov protested that counterblows would disrupt the de- 
fense preparations in the sector and would have no impact on the 
already-strengthened enemy positions. Stalin was adamant. The 
attacks were made and failed. 

On October 13, 1941, heavy fighting began on all the main 
routes to Moscow. In places the enemy came within fifteen miles 
of the city. On October 17 Shaposhnikov and the general staff 
were evacuated from Moscow. Stalin remained with two assist- 
ants, Vasilevsky and Shtemenko. Like everyone left in the city, 
Stalin was acutely worried by the apparently irresistible advance of 
the Germans. He telephoned Zhukov at the front. “Are you sure 
we'll be able to hold Moscow?” he said. “It hurts me to ask you. 
Answer me truthfully, as a Communist.” 

“We'll hold Moscow by all means,” Zhukov replied, “but we'll 
need at least two more armies and another 200 tanks.” 

“It’s good that you are so confident,” Stalin responded. 
“Phone the General Staff and arrange for the assignment of the 
two reserve armies you're asking for. They'll be ready by late No- 
vember. But we have no tanks yet.”*4 

By the end of October the German advance was slowing to a 
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halt, but on November 15, 1941, they launched a new offensive, 
advancing almost to the outskirts of the city. They advanced no 
farther. 

Stalin showed marked signs of stress towards the end of Novem- 
ber. He was ill tempered and refused to listen to his front com- 
manders. On November 30 he telephoned Zhukov, asking if he 
knew that Dedovsk, a town twenty miles to the west, had been 
captured. When Zhukov answered that he did not know, Stalin 
snapped that the commanding general should know all that was 
happening on his front. He ordered him to take command of a 
counterattack to recover the town. Zhukov made urgent inquiries 
and learned that not Dedovsk but an insignificant village, called 
Dedovo, had been occupied. He telephoned to explain the mis- 
take. Stalin was furious and would not listen. He ordered Zhukov, 
Rokossovsky, and Govorov, both front commanders, to take per- 
sonal command of a rifle company and two tanks to retake the vil- 
lage.?5 

As soon as the German attack came to a standstill, Stalin, Zhu- 
kov, and Timoshenko at once began planning a winter coun- 
teroffensive. On November 29 Zhukov telephoned Stalin to make 
his report on the situation on the West Front. He then requested 
two reserve armies to enable him to push the enemy from their 
advance positions in the north and south of the front. Stalin ques- 
tioned whether the Germans might not be holding reserves ready 
to defend these positions. Zhukov assured him that they had been 
“bled white.” Stalin said he would discuss the proposal. A few 
hours later Zhukov learned that not two but three armies were 
being transferred to his command and that he was to report his 
plans next day. According to Zhukov, this was the start of the 
planning of a massive counterattack on the Moscow front. 

In the early hours of November 30 Stalin telephoned Zhukov 
and proposed that the whole of the West Front should go over to 
the offensive. Zhukov expressed concern about lack of air support 
and of tanks, especially the new T-34 tank, which had proved its 
superiority. Stalin replied that he could not have tanks, but that 
he should at once arrange for stronger air support. Meanwhile 
Timoshenko had attacked and recovered Rostov. With Stalin’s 
ready approval he was preparing to attack the flank of the Ger- 











344 Stalin 


man center. Zhukov reported his plan of attack to Vasilevsky, and 
Stalin gave his immediate agreement. 

At this time Konev, commanding the Kalinin Front, was caus- 
ing Stalin concern. He was not showing an offensive spirit, and he 
raised objections to the proposed counterattack. Stalin expressed 
himself strongly by telephone and told him to stop his hair-split- 
ting tactics and to get on with the offensive. On December 1, 
1941, at 0330 hours Stalin and Vasilevsky signed the orders to the 
Kalinin Front. Three days later Vasilevsky, as Stalin’s personal 
representative, was at Konev’s side at the front headquarters to en- 
sure that he carried out the offensive with full determination. 

On December 2 Stalin received General Anders, a Pole who had 
served in the tsarist army and who had been held until recently in 
prison by the NKVD. Anders’ task was to recruit a Polish army to 
fight alongside the Russians. It was a plan that Stalin had ac- 
cepted with reluctance; he could never trust Poles. He received 
Anders courteously but without the warmth that he had shown 
Hopkins or was to show to Anthony Eden two weeks later. Eden 
found him more relaxed and without the signs of strain he had 
noticed in the previous September, when the crucial struggle for 
Moscow was drawing near. 

The winter counteroffensive, launched on December 4-5, was 
strikingly successful at first. By mid-January 1942 the Germans 
had been hurled back from Moscow, in some places as far as two 
hundred miles. The Red Army was hampered, however, by short- 
ages of tanks and motorized transport, and in the severe winter 
weather their advance slowed down. 

The Battle of Moscow had been an epic event. Zhukov consid- 
ered that it marked the tuming point in the war.?¢ It had involved 
more than 2 million men, 2,500 tanks, 1,800 aircraft, and 25,000 
guns. Casualties had been horrifying in scale. For the Russians it 
had ended in victory. They had suffered the full impact of the 
German Blitzkrieg offensive, and, notwithstanding their losses and 
the acute shortages of equipment, they had been able to mount 
an effective counterattack. They had begun to destroy the myth of 
German invincibility that had been undermining morale. They 
had, moreover, relieved Moscow. 

Stalin had been impatient to go over to the offensive. He 
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worried about the fighting spirit of his commanders. Any weak- 
ness on their part would quickly infect the troops. Often his de- 
mands for attack were unrealistic and even dangerous. He consid- 
ered the myth of the invincible invader more dangerous. He 
believed in hurling fresh troops into battle, for only then would 
they lear that they could beat the Germans. When, towards the 
end of February 1942, Zhukov’s advance was stopped by enemy re- 
sistance, he proposed breaking off the offensive and consolidating 
his positions. Stalin responded with the order: “Attack! If you 
have no results today, you will tomorrow; even if you achieve 
nothing except the pinning down of the enemy, the result will be 
felt elsewhere.”2" 

At a meeting of the State Committee of Defense on January 5 
(1942) Shaposhnikov, recovered from his illness and again serv- 
ing as Chief of Staff, outlined the plans for an immediate, grand 
counteroffensive from Leningrad in the north to the Black Sea in 
the south. It was Stalin’s plan. “The Germans are taken aback 
after their defeat before Moscow. They have prepared badly for 
the winter. Now is the time to take the general offensive!” he 
said.28 Zhukov and others expressed misgivings. Stalin would not 
listen. He said that he had discussed the offensive with Timo- 
shenko, who was in favor of it, and he added: “We must pound the 
Germans to pieces as soon as possible so that they won’t be able 
to mount an offensive in the spring.””® 

An immediate counteroffensive on all fronts was an exceedingly 
bold undertaking. The official Soviet history of the war, written 
while Khrushchev was in power, was critical of this grand design 
without mentioning Stalin by name. It was overambitious. “The 
army still lacked the organizational experience and knowledge for 
an offensive operation on such a large scale.”*° 

Stalin had overruled such criticisms at the meeting of the State 
Defense Committee. If the Army lacked knowledge and experi- 
ence of mounting massive offensives, it had to learn now in the 
furnace of war. If the plan was overambitious, it was also a reflec- 
tion of his leadership and outlook; he thought and planned on a 
grand scale. He was obsessed, too, with the need to drive his com- 
manders and troops to attack and to learn to crush the enemy. He 
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infected them with his iron determination to clear the invader 
from Russian soil. 

The counteroffensive brought results. On the Leningrad and 
Moscow Fronts the Russian gains, although small in area, were 
important in relieving the two cities of immediate danger. The 
new lines were stabilized by the spring of 1942, and the Germans 
did not succeed at any time during the war in advancing beyond 
these lines. 

As spring approached in 1942 Stalin and the general staff were 
convinced that the main enemy objective would be the capture of 
Moscow. Shaposhnikov urged Stalin to build up reserves by adopt- 
ing a policy of strategic defense. Stalin agreed, but he could not 
desist from attack, and indeed he approved several major offen- 
sives. 

Hitler had, in fact, decided not to renew his offensive against 
Moscow. His plan was now to attack to the north from the area of 
Kursk and then to drive eastwards towards Voronezh. In order to 
mislead the Soviet High Command, false information was given 
out that the German spring offensive would be on Moscow. 

In March 1942 Timoshenko put forward a plan for a major 
offensive against the enemy concentrated near Kharkov, with the 
objective of driving the enemy from the Ukraine as far westwards 
as Kiev. Shaposhnikov and the general staff condemned the plan. 
Stalin nevertheless authorized Timoshenko to carry out as much 
of it as he could, using only his own resources. He overruled 
Shaposhnikov’s objections and asked if he really meant that they 
should stand still, waiting for the enemy to attack first. Zhukov 
sided with Shaposhnikov, while stressing still that the one offen- 
sive should be undertaken by the West Front. Vasilevsky agreed 
strongly with Shaposhnikov, stating later that Stalin’s strategy in- 
volved a disastrous dissipation of forces. He wrote, “Many might 
rightly censure the general staff for failing to tell Stalin the nega- 
tive consequences of his plans, but would do so only if they did 
not know the difficult conditions under which the general staff 
had to work.”*! He added that the lesson learned was applied with 
benefit in the following year at Kursk. Meanwhile in the midst of 
conflicting views, a decision had to be taken. Stalin supported the 
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attacking strategy and allowed Timoshenko to go ahead with his 
plan. It was a disastrous decision. 

The summer of 1942 was to be a time of terrible defeats in the 
south. After the capture of Kiev in September 1941 the Germans 
had swept eastwards, occupying the whole of Western Ukraine, 
and most of the Crimean Peninsula, except for Sevastopol, which 
lay under siege. Stalin was eager to relieve Sevastopol. In March 
he sent Mekhlis, head of the Main Political Administration of the 
Red Army, to the Crimea. He trusted Mekhlis, who was hated, 
however, by all Red Anny officers, and especially for his activities 
during the purge. Arriving at the headquarters of Kozlov, the 
front’s commander, Mekhlis at once replaced Tolbukhin, the 
front’s Chief of Staff, and according to Shtemenko, “true to his 
usual practice, instead of helping, he began capriciously to shuffle 
round other senior commanders and staff.”*? Instead of preparing 
defenses and planning to resume the offensive, Kozlov and Mekhlis 
“wasted time on lengthy and fruitless sessions of the War Coun- 
cil.”83 On May 8, the day of the German attack, Mekhlis sent a 
telegram to Stalin, beginning: “This is not the time to complain, 
but I must report so that the Stavka will know the front com- 
mander for what he is” and went on to state that the unprepared- 
ness of the front was wholly Kozlov’s responsibility. Stalin had no 
time for such disclaimers. “You are adopting the strange position 
of a detached observer, who accepts no responsibility for the affairs 
of the Krimfront [Crimean Front],” he replied. “That is a very 
comfortable position, but one which absolutely stinks. On the Cri- 
mean Front, you—you—are no detached onlooker, but a respon- 
sible representative of the Stavka, responsible for all the successes 
and failures of the Front and obliged to correct errors by the 
command on the spot.”®4 

Attacked by Manstein’s Eleventh Army on May 8, Kozlov’s Cri- 
mean Front was routed. A further setback was the surrender of 
Sevastopol on July 4, 1942. This followed only after savage 
fighting which cost the Germans 24,000 lives and even higher cas- 
ualties on the Russian side. Rather than surrender, officers and 
kommissars committed suicide; and in the caves in the overhang- 
ing cliffs the defenders, with the women and children taking ref- 
uge there, blew themselves up. It was a heroic, tragic defeat. 
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The failure of the Crimean Front and the surrender of Sevas- 
topo] infuriated Stalin. He recalled Mekhlis to Moscow, severely 
reprimanded and demoted him. Kozlov, two army commanders, 
and other officers of the front were not again entrusted with 
commands. 

The German strategy was now to drive eastwards. The capture 
of Stalingrad was not at this stage an objective, but Hitler de- 
manded that his forces should reach the city “or at least control 
the area by the fire of heavy weapons.”35 

On June 28, 1942, Army Group South attacked, forcing a gap 
between the Russian Bryansk and Southwest Fronts, and moving 
rapidly towards Voronezh. The Germans met with stubborm re- 
sistance. But they did not press their attack on Voronezh, and, 
turning southwards, moved down the right bank of the Don to- 
wards Stalingrad. 

Replacement of the commanders of the Bryansk and Voronezh 
Fronts had become necessary. Discussion of the new appoint- 
ments took place in Stalin’s Kremlin office. Vasilevsky, newly ap- 
pointed Chief of Staff in place of Shaposhnikov, who had been 
finally incapacitated by illness, and Vatutin, his deputy, were pres- 
ent. It was at once agreed that Rokossovsky should take com- 
mand of the Bryansk Front. Stalin rejected the names proposed 
for the Voronezh Front. There was a long silence as all tried to 
think of a suitable commander. Suddenly Vatutin stood to atten- 
tion. “Comrade Stalin, nominate me to command the Voronezh 
Front,” he said. Stalin showed complete surprise. “What, you?” 
he exclaimed, and frowned. Vatutin, a lieutenant general of artil- 
lery, had joined the Red Army in 1920 and had not held a com- 
mand except briefly during the Battle of Moscow. Finally, break- 
ing his silence and turning to Vasilevsky, Stalin asked, “What do 
you think?” Vasilevsky spoke up for Vatutin. After further 
thought Stalin said reluctantly to Vatutin: “If Comrade Vasi- 
levsky is satisfied with you, I will not oppose it.” Vatutin was to 
serve with great distinction as a front commander.®* 

To the south the enemy groups advanced rapidly. Timoshenko’s 
Southwest Front and Malinovsky’s South Front made hurried 
withdrawals to avoid encirclement. Stalin had learned from his 
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mistakes of the previous year in ordering Soviet forces to stand 
fast at Kiev and Vyazma. 

By the end of July 1942, the Germans had conquered the whole 
of the Donbas, the source of 60 per cent of Soviet coal and the 
center of the southern industrial region. The loss of this region 
filled the nation with despair. The people had been told repeat- 
edly after the Battle of Moscow that the enemy had been ex- 
hausted and that the Red Army would now go over to the offen- 
sive and drive out the invader. But still the Germans advanced, 
and now they were approaching Stalingrad. What appalled the 
Russian people most, however, was the news, which circulated 
rapidly, that at Rostov, Novocherkassk, and elsewhere officers and 
men of the Red Army had run away when attacked, abandoning 
their weapons and equipment. Severe disciplinary measures were 
enforced. Many were shot for desertion or flight in the face of 
the enemy, and generals and other officers were demoted and 
punished. 

Strong criticism of the Red Army appeared in the press and was 
heard everywhere. The Army had always been held up as the pride 
of the nation, but now officers and troops were made to feel the 
bitter disappointment of their countrymen whom they had failed. 
At the same time, while there was a general call for iron discipline 
and sacrifice, strenuous efforts were made to raise the status of 
officers and to appeal to their honor and patriotism. The need to 
build up a corps of officers, carefully selected and trained, who 
could give leadership, was constantly in the forefront of Stalin’s 
mind. The Orders of Alexander Nevsky, of Suvorov, and of Ku- 
tuzov were instituted as decorations for officers only. The old revo- 
lutionary ideals of officers and men being equal comrades and of 
soldiers’ committees running the Army had long ago been dis- 
carded. But on October 9, 1942, Stalin took the step of abolishing 
the system of dual command whereby the political kommissars 
countersigned the commanders’ orders. Kommissars were warned 
against indiscriminately shooting troops for cowardice or disobey- 
ing orders, and were told to limit themselves to political work. 
The enforcement of discipline was a matter for officers, not for 
kommissars. The relationship of officers and men was now based 
on the best traditions of the tsarist army. 
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In the midst of the exhortations to officers and men to fight to 
the death in defense of their motherland, Stalin’s Order of the 
Day—“Soviet Soldiers! Not a step back!”—made a deep impact. 
The order was read out to the troops on all fronts. Ilya Ehrenburg 
wrote: 


It was not about decorations but about the indisciplined aban- 
doning of Rostov and Novocherkassk, about confusion and panic; 
things could not go on like this; it was time everyone came to 
their senses. “Not a step back!” Never before had Stalin spoken 
with such frankness and it created an enormous impression. A 
Red Star war correspondent said to me: “A father tells his chil- 
dren: ‘We are ruined; we must learn to live differently now.’ 
There was neither irony nor admiration in the way he uttered the 
word ‘Father’; it sounded like a plain statement of fact.”37 


A new Stalingrad Front was created on July 12, 1942. The Ger- 
man advance continued, but more slowly as Russian resistance 
stiffened. Early in August, forces from Army Group South reached 
the outer defense ring of the city, and ten days later the German 
Sixth Army, commanded by Paulus, was ready to cross the Don. 
By August 14, 1942, the whole of the territory within the Don 
bend was in German hands, except for isolated Russian bridge- 
heads in the north. German forces were now advancing on Stalin- 
grad from the south, the northwest, and the north. 

At this time of crisis Churchill arrived in Moscow for his first 
meeting with Stalin. He had made the journey primarily because 
he felt a duty to give the news personally that there would be no 
second front in the west in 1942. “It was,” he wrote, “like carrying 
a large lump of ice to the North Pole.” He was also keenly inter- 
ested in meeting Stalin and visiting “this sullen, sinister Bolshevik 
State.”38 

Stalin was curious to meet Churchill, an avowed enemy of So- 
viet Russia, who had actively promoted the Allied intervention 
twenty-three years earlier. The meeting brought together two men 
of contrasting background and outlook. Churchill, descendant of 
the Duke of Marlborough and popularly elected war leader with 
great histrionic talents, reveled in the high drama of war, while 
hating the suffering and sacrifices which it brought. Stalin, coming 
from the humblest origins, had by ruthless ability become the na- 
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tional leader, Supreme Commander in Chief, and father of the 
Russian people. For him war was part of the savage struggle he 
had always known in Russia. He accepted as inevitable the terri- 
ble casualties. The Russian land was being ravaged and Russia was 
fighting for survival. It was a predicament that Britain, sheltered by 
the sea, had not known for centuries. 

The first meeting, which lasted four hours, took place on Au- 
gust 12, 1942. Stalin, Molotov, and Voroshilov faced Churchill, 
Harriman, the President’s representative, and the British ambassa- 
dor. The first two hours were “bleak and sombre.”®® Frowning, 
Stalin listened to Churchill’s careful explanation why the British 
and Americans could not attempt a landing on the French coast 
before 1943. Stalin rejected the explanation. He thought of Brit- 
ain and the United States as the two most highly industrialized 
nations in the world, and both had powerful navies. If the Rus- 
sian defense industries—so recently established, and many of them 
uprooted and evacuated since the war began—could overcome 
seemingly insuperable obstacles and turn out tanks and weapons 
in increasing quantities, surely these two industrial giants could 
achieve the output needed for a landing on the coast of France. 
He was convinced that they could do it, if, that is, their hearts 
were in it. Again his suspicion grew that the devious British were 
prevaricating and leaving the fighting to the Russians: They 
would act when the Germans had been weakened on the eastern 
front. 

Angrily he asked Churchill why the British were so afraid of the 
Germans. Troops must be blooded in battle. He rejected Church- 
ill’s comment that Hitler had not invaded England because of the 
hazards of the operation. He suspected that British caution was 
grounded in fear of heavy casualties. Churchill and his generation 
were haunted by their losses of men in World War I. It was not 
an argument likely to move Stalin, who was keenly aware of the 
far greater Russian casualties in World War I and the even 
greater casualties suffered since the German invasion, which con- 
tinued as they talked. 

Churchill then revealed details, still secret, of the offensive 
which the British and Americans were planning in the Mediter- 
ranean, known as Operation Torch. Stalin listened intently and 
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with growing excitement. “May God prosper this undertaking,” 
he said. He asked questions and gave a concise summary of the 
importance of the operation. “I was deeply impressed with this re- 
markable statement,” Churchill wrote. “It showed the Russian 
Dictator’s swift and complete mastery of a problem hitherto novel 
to him. Very few people alive could have comprehended in so few 
minutes the reasons which we had all so long been wrestling with. 
He saw it all in a flash.”*° 

At their meeting on the following evening there were further re- 
criminations over the Second Front. A long aide-mémoire, signed 
by Stalin, accused the Allies of failing to honor their undertaking 
to make a landing on the French coast in 1942. Stalin asserted 
that the British Army was afraid of the Germans. Churchill be- 
came very angry and delivered a heated defense of his coun- 
trymen. Before his speech could be translated, Stalin, unbending, 
declared that he liked the spirit of Churchill’s reply. There were 
many sharp exchanges, but also many signs of the warm comrade- 
ship that was developing between them. 

Stalin repeatedly revealed a teasing sense of humor. When, in 
telling him about Operation Torch, Churchill stressed the vital 
need for secrecy, Stalin grinned and said that he hoped nothing 
about it would appear in the British press. Molotov was the em- 
barrassed butt of a joke by Churchill, who referred to him going 
off from Washington to New York for a day by himself. Stalin 
laughed merrily. “It was not to New York he went,” he said. 
“He went to Chicago where the other gangsters live.”*1 Churchill 
spoke of the Duke of Marlborough’s genius as a military leader 
who had put an end to a menace to Europe’s freedom, a menace 
as great as Hitler’s. Stalin listened and then remarked mischie- 
vously: “I think England had a greater general in Wellington, 
who defeated Napoleon, the greatest menace of all time.” He 
went on to display considerable knowledge of the Napoleonic 
wars and especially of Wellington’s Spanish campaign, which was 
directly relevant to the Second Front, now demanded by the Rus- 
sians.*? 

After an official dinner in the Kremlin on August 14, 1942, 
there was a more informal final meeting on the following evening. 
Churchill was saying good-bye when Stalin proposed that they go 
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to his apartment for a farewell drink. He led the way along corti- 
dors into a narrow street, still within the Kremlin, and into an- 
other building, followed by Churchill and A. H. Birse, the British 
interpreter, and two or three NKVD guards. Stalin’s apartment 
comprised a dining room, work room, bedroom, and a large bath- 
room, all very simply furnished. There was no trace of luxury. An 
elderly housekeeper in white overalls, wearing a head scarf, was 
setting the table. Svetlana, Stalin’s daughter, then aged fifteen, en- 
tered the room, kissed her father, and was presented to Churchill. 
He noted that Stalin “looked at me with a twinkle in his eye, as 
if, so I thought, to convey, ‘You see, even we Bolsheviks have fam- 
ily life’ ”48 Molotov joined them and it was 2:30 a.M. when the 
homely, pleasant occasion came to an end. At dawn Churchill flew 
from Moscow to return to London. 
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As the battle for Stalingrad approached, Hitler began to ascribe to 
the city an importance far transcending its strategic and economic 
value. It was Stalin’s city, the symbol of Soviet Russia. He became 
so obsessed with the capture of Stalingrad and with the humilia- 
tion and defeat of his great foe that he lost sight of his grand 
strategy. He angrily rejected the advice of his Chief of Staff to 
break off the offensive before winter began. He was deaf to reason, 
and he exposed his armies in the east to a disastrous defeat which 
was the start of Germany’s collapse. 

Stalin insisted that Stalingrad must be held. He may have seen 
it as the symbol of his own authority. He may have feared, too, 
that after the long succession of defeats, relieved only by the Bat- 
tle of Moscow, the fall of Stalingrad would seriously damage Rus- 
Sian morale at the fronts and in the rear. But the chief reason for 
his determination to hold Stalingrad was strategic. He was con- 
vinced that the capture of the city was part of a German plan to 
envelop Moscow from the east, cutting the capital off from the 
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Volga and the Urals, and by taking it to end the war in 1942. The 
German drive to seize the oil centers of Grozny and Baku was, he 
believed, mainly intended to distract the Russian Stavka from the 
defense of Moscow. In fact, he misjudged Hitler’s intentions and 
for some time remained unaware that the assault on Moscow had 
been postponed. 

On August 23, 1942, the Germans began the final stage of their 
attack on Stalingrad. Stalin was tense and ill tempered at this 
time. He was evidently plagued with doubts about the fighting 
spirit and the competence of the city’s defenders. He sent a radio 
message to Eremenko, calling on him to stand firm: “The enemy 
forces involved are not large and you have sufficient resources to 
annihilate them; concentrate the air forces of both fronts; mobilize 
the armoured trains and bring them forward on the city loop line; 
lay smoke to confuse the enemy and strike home by night and 
by day, using every gun and rocket launcher that you have. Above 
all, do not give way to panic! Have no fear of this insolent foe 
and do not lose faith in victory!”2 

At the time when this message was sent Stalingrad was already 
ablaze from incendiary bombs. Communications between the 
Front and Moscow were disrupted. Vasilevsky, sent as the Stavka 
representative to oversee operations, was unable to telephone 
Stalin with his daily report on August 23. When, on the night of 
August 24, he got through, he met with a spate of “insulting, 
painful, and mostly undeserved abuse, directed not only at the 
Chief of General Staff but at all Red Army Commanders.” Vasi- 
levsky had difficulty in convincing the Supreme Commander that 
the city was still in Russian hands. 

In this mood of mistrust of his front commanders, Stalin re- 
called Zhukov from the West Front and on August 27 appointed 
him Deputy Supreme Commander. At this time the crucial south- 
west part of the Stalingrad Front was, it seems, removed from the 
control of Eremenko and Khrushchev and brought under Mos- 
cow’s direction. 

Fighting with great bravery and determination, the Germans 
pressed forward. They met with heroic resistance by the Russian 
defenders. Shortages of weapons and equipment had contributed 
to past Russian defeats, but by the end of the summer an increas- 
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ing flow of armaments was coming from the factories beyond the 
Urals. Reserves of troops were also massing to the east of the 
Volga. The invaders, far from Germany, were now beginning to 
suffer from shortages, and their ranks were being decimated in the 
savage fighting. 

On September 13, 1942, the Germans made an attempt to cap- 
ture Mamai Hill at the center of the city. The plight of the Rus- 
sian defenders was critical. Stalin at once ordered Rodimtsev’s 
13th Guards Division into action. Rodimtsev’s men pushed back 
the enemy and recaptured Mamai Hill. 

Stalin followed the battle closely. He had daily reports from 
Zhukoy and other commanders at the front. He authorized the 
bringing up of reinforcements and ordered counterattacks. On 
September 12 he called Zhukov to Moscow to discuss the situa- 
tion. Zhukov reported on the strength of the enemy positions, 
and Vasilevsky spoke about the fresh German units arriving in the 
Stalingrad sector from the Kotelnikovo direction. 

“What does the Stalingrad Front require to be able to smash 
the enemy corridor and join the Southwestem Front?” Stalin 
asked. 

“A minimum of one more fully-fledged combined army and 
tank corps, three tank brigades, and at least 400 howitzers. Be- 
sides, for the time of the operation an additional concentration of 
not less than one air army is necessary,” Zhukov replied. Vasi- 
levsky agreed with his estimate. 

Stalin listened carefully. They were men whose views he re- 
spected. He took out the map, showing the positions of the Gen- 
eral Headquarters’ reserves, and studied it in silence. 

Zhukov and Vasilevsky stepped away from the desk and, speak- 
ing quietly, agreed that apparently they would have to find “some 
other solution.” 

“And what other solution?” Stalin asked suddenly, looking up 
from the map. 

Zhukov was taken by surprise, not realizing that he had such 
acute hearing. They went back to the desk and talked briefly 
about a large-scale operation. Then Stalin sent them away to the 
general staff to produce a plan and to report to him at nine the 
next evening. 
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Working through possible variations of strategy, Zhukov and 
Vasilevsky finally agreed on a plan. It was to continue wearing 
down the enemy by active defense at Stalingrad, while preparing a 
massive counteroffensive. 

Next evening, shaking hands with them on their arrival in his 
office, Stalin exclaimed angrily: “While hundreds of thousands of 
Soviet people are giving their lives in the struggle against fascism, 
Churchill is bargaining over a score of Hurricanes. And these Hur- 
ricanes of his are junk—our pilots don’t like them!” And then he 
continued calmly in the same breath, “Well, what are your views? 
Who’s going to report?”? 

This was, according to Zhukov’s account, supported by Vasi- 
levsky, the beginning of the great counteroffensive, called Opera- 
tion Uranus. It was planned as a pincer movement by two main 
armored thrusts, one from the north by Vatutin’s Southwest 
Front and Rokossovsky’s Don Front, and the other from the 
south by Eremenko’s Stalingrad Front. 

Zhukov and Vasilevsky flew between the Volga-Don region and 
Moscow to consult with Stalin and in the later stages of the plan- 
ning to brief the front commanders. In the course of some sixty 
days from the conception of the plan the Russians concentrated 
in the Stalingrad-Don area a total of a million men, supported by 
13,500 guns and mortars, and over three hundred rocket batteries, 
as well as some 1,100 aircraft. It was a brilliant feat of planning 
and organization, carried out by Zhukov and Vasilevsky, under 
the active direction of Stalin at every stage; it was crowned by a 
resounding victory. 

Stalin maintained personal control over the organization and 
reserves of the Air Force. All tactical air forces had been trans- 
ferred from the ground armies to the fronts early in the summer 
of 1942. Increasingly, however, the air forces of the fronts were 
combined for special air strikes, and the Stavka’s representative, 
overseeing these operations, made a personal report to Stalin 
daily. Stavka air reserves were limited at first, but Stalin carefully 
built them up. Nikitin, a deputy commander in chief of the Air 
Force, wrote that Stalin kept a check on aircraft production, 
“daily noting in his own notebook” the deliveries of new planes. 
He personally allocated equipment to air forces. Having witnessed 
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the effectiveness of the Luftwaffe, he attached the greatest impor- 
tance to the air support for the Stalingrad offensive. Only five 
days before the operation was to begin, he was prepared to sus- 
pend it temporarily, if the Air Force was not yet adequate in 
strength. 

Zhukov and Vasilevsky were assigned to co-ordinate the fronts 
for the offensive. On November 17, 1942, however, Stalin with- 
drew Zhukov and sent him to prepare offensives to be made in the 
north by the Kalinin and West Fronts, and designed to prevent 
the Germany Army Group Center from detaching forces to go to 
the aid of Paulus at Stalingrad and Manstein to the south. 

Vasilevsky was left with the heavy responsibility of co-ordinating 
the three fronts at Stalingrad. He was surprised when making his 
daily telephone report to Stalin, on November 17, to receive an 
order to return at once to Moscow. Stalin had received a personal 
letter from Volsky, commander of the IV Mechanized Corps, ex- 
pressing the view that “the plan was unreal and doomed to fail- 
ure.” Volsky, who had commanded the 37th Cavalry Regiment, 
was known and respected. Stalin asked Vasilevsky to comment. 
He answered firmly that the offensive was soundly planned and 
should go ahead. Stalin at once spoke to Volsky by telephone and 
“to the amazement of everybody present,” he did not dismiss him 
or even reprimand him for lacking confidence, but spoke in a 
kindly manner, reassuring him. Stalin then told Vasilevsky to for- 
get the incident, adding that “the final decision regarding Volsky 
would be made in accordance with his performance during the 
next few days.”® Volsky performed with distinction and was later 
appointed commander of the sth Guards Tank Army. 

The heavy duties of Chief of the General Staff were compli- 
cated for Vasilevsky by the fact that Stalin frequently sent him 
away to the fronts. Vasilevsky tried to find a deputy, but this 
presented special difficulties. “Stalin was a careful and mistrustful 
person, particularly of new faces,”® he observed. In May 1942 he 
suggested that Vatutin, who was at that time Chief of Staff of the 
Northwest Front, be brought back to Moscow. “Why?” asked 
Stalin. “Isn’t he any good at the front?” Soon afterwards, how- 
ever, Vatutin was appointed commander of the Voronezh Front. 

Vasilevsky searched again. Finally he chose A. I. Antonov, who 
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had been a junior officer in the tsarist army, and who was then 
Chief of Staff of the North Caucasian Front. Zhukov was to de- 
scribe him as “a peerlessly able General and a man of great cul- 
ture and charm.”? Reluctantly Stalin agreed to the appointment. 
The unfortunate Antonov found, however, that Stalin avoided di- 
rect dealings with him. He asked to be relieved of his post, and, 
despite Vasilevsky’s intervention, he was sent to the Voronezh 
Front as deputy Stavka representative. He served there with such 
marked ability that three months later he was back in Moscow as 
Deputy Chief of the General Staff. Stalin had leamed to accept 
him. 

On the morning of November 19 Vatutin and Rokossovsky 
launched their attack from the north. On the following day, after 
a few hours’ delay due to thick fog, Eremenko advanced from the 
south. By November 23 they had met near Kalach, encircling the 
German Sixth Army and a corps of the Fourth Panzer Army. 

Stalin at once directed Vasilevsky to concentrate on the launch- 
ing of Operation Saturn, which involved a bold offensive to draw 
a second ring around the enemy trapped at Stalingrad. The Rus- 
sian forces were then to occupy the whole of the territory within 
the Don-Donets corridor, so that with Rostov in Russian hands 
the escape route of the Germans in the Caucasus would be closed. 

Two days later from the Southwest Front, Vasilevsky reported 
directly by telephone to Stalin on strengthening the Voronezh 
and Southwest Fronts against German counterattacks. The rein- 
forcements he proposed were heavy, but Stalin agreed that they 
were necessary. He then instructed Vasilevsky to concentrate on 
the Don and Stalingrad Fronts. Vatutin would remain responsible 
for the lines of the outer circle down to the Chir, and Eremenko 
would be responsibile for the rest of the circle. Stalin said that he 
was giving Voronov command of Operation Satum. Vasilevsky 
was evidently taken aback by these changes in responsibility. He 
asked for his orders in writing and Stalin sent them at once by 
teleprinter. 

The Germans had hurriedly reorgarized their forces in the 
south, creating Army Group Don under the command of Field 
Marshal Manstein. By skillful tactics he managed to fight his way 
to within twenty-five miles of Paulus’ lines. Paulus made tio at- 
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tempt to break out and join him, presumably because Hitler had 
ordered him to stand fast. Russian forces halted the German ad- 
vance. On December 24 a counteroffensive, approved by Stalin on 
December 19, hurled Manstein back to Kotelnikovo and then 
sixty miles farther to the southeast. Manstein gave up his attempt 
to relieve Paulus. He concentrated now on guarding the Rostov- 
Taman gap so that the German forces in the Caucasus and the 
Kuban could escape. 

To the west, Operation Saturn, amended because of Manstein’s 
offensive, and known now as Maly (Little) Saturn, was successful, 
advancing 150 miles in five days. In the north Zhukov co-or- 
dinated offensives forced the Germans from the Vyazma salient 
and made a seven-mile gap in the enemy lines blockading Lenin- 
grad. 

At a meeting of the General Defense Committee in late De- 
cember, Stalin pointed out that one man only should direct the 
final destruction of the enemy forces encircled at Stalingrad, and 
there were two front commanders. “Who gets the mission?” he 
asked. Someone suggested Rokossovsky. Stalin turned to Zhukov, 
who replied that both commanders were worthy, but that Ere- 
menko would feel very hurt if Rokossovsky got the job. “It’s not the 
time to feel hurt,” Stalin answered curtly, and told Zhukov to in- 
form Eremenko of the decision. Eremenko was extremely hurt. 
He tried to phone Stalin, but was told by Poskrebyshev that he 
had to approach Zhukov. Finally Zhukov tried to intercede. “Sta- 
lin was none too pleased and said a directive should be issued at 
once to place the three armies of the Stalingrad Front under K. K. 
Rokossovsky.” The directive was issued on December 30.8 

Paulus and his troops rejected two calls to surrender. But, com- 
pletely cut off and without supplies, they had no hope of survival 
and finally on February 2 they surrendered. Zhukov stated that 
total enemy losses in the Volga-Don-Stalingrad area were 1.5 mil- 
lion men, 3,500 tanks, 12,000 guns, and 3,000 aircraft.® Russian 
losses were probably far higher. It had been a decisive battle, 
fought with incredible ferocity and courage by Russians and Ger- 
mans, and it had completely tumed the tide of the war. 

On February 4, 1943, Rokossovsky and Voronov were sum- 
moned from the fronts to the Kremlin. Stalin greeted them 
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warmly and congratulated them on their victory. And, as Rokos- 
sovsky commented, this was an occasion when he “could literally 
charm a person by his warmth and attention.”?° 

At the time when the Battle of Stalingrad was raging, Stalin 
found himself beset with family problems. He had tried to be a fa- 
ther to his two children, Vasily and Svetlana, but inevitably he 
had been remote from their everyday lives, and he had also made 
the mistakes commonly made by fathers. He had been strict with 
his son, seeking to bring him up as a disciplined and hard-working 
citizen. Vasily tured into a lazy, pleasure-loving young man, 
given to drink. His mother had indulged him, and since her death 
there had been no lack of people eager to fawn on the son of 
Stalin. Indeed at the age of twenty-four he was appointed a gen- 
eral of the Air Force, a promotion unlikely to have been made by 
Stalin; but he was not entrusted with any war duties. He had 
made sporadic attempts to live up to the image expected of him, 
but, lacking the ability and character, he always lapsed into drink- 
ing bouts and bad habits. Feeling that there was nothing that he 
could do, Stalin, apart from occasional explosions of anger, 
washed his hands of him. 

Svetlana, grown to be a pretty red-headed girl, was his great 
comfort. But she was at school, and during the desperate months 
of war when he was involved throughout the night, snatching 
brief rest on the couch in his office, he saw little of her. Their 
walks in the woods at Zubalovo and meals together were things of 
the past, and he missed her company. She was a lonely emotional 
girl, living a quiet life of routine lessons and visits with her few 
friends, accompanied always by her father’s NKVD guard, Gen- 
eral Vlasik. The shadow of her father’s position enveloped her 
and she felt imprisoned by it. 

One day in October 1942 Svetlana was at the dacha at Zuba- 
lovo, where her brother had invited a number of his friends. 
Among them was Aleksei Kapler, a film producer in his forties, 
married, and a Jew. Svetlana became deeply infatuated with him. 
He was gentle, fatherly, and highly intelligent. He brought her 
books, especially novels of Hemingway, which were hard to come 
by and were eagerly read in Soviet Russia. Together they went to 
private viewings in the Ministry of Cinematography of films like 
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Disney’s Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs, The Young Lincoln, 
and early Hollywood classics. Overwhelmed by the attention of 
this cultured man of the world, she believed herself to be in love 
with him. Kapler himself appears to have been captivated by this 
lonely sixteen-year-old girl, Stalin’s daughter, and by her eager cu- 
riosity about books, music, and films. It was an innocent affair. 

Stalin received NKVD reports of his daughter’s new friendship, 
and it distressed him deeply. Puritanical in matters of personal 
morality, he suspected the worst and could not understand how 
his daughter could have allowed herself to be attracted by this 
middle-aged Jew, who should have been at the front like all true 
men instead of playing about with films and trying to seduce 
young girls. If his wife had been alive, she could have handled the 
matter. He was probably on the point of speaking to his daughter 
several times, but Stalingrad and the great counteroffensive de- 
manded his full attention. 

Suddenly on the morning of March 3, 1943, as Svetlana was 
getting ready for school, he burst into her room. He was in a rage, 
and both she and her nurse looked at him in fear. “Where— 
where are they all?” he exclaimed. “Where are all these letters 
from your ‘writer’? 

“I know the whole story! I’ve got all your telephone conver- 
sations right here!” He patted his pocket as he said it. “All right! 
Hand them over. Your Kapler is a British spy! He’s under arrest!” 

Svetlana took from her desk the letters, inscribed photographs, 
notebooks, and the new film script on Shostakovich, which Kapler 
had given her, and handed them to her father. 

“But I love him!” she protested at last. 

“Love!” he shouted and for the first time in his life he slapped 
her, twice across the face. 

“Just think, nurse, how low she’s sunk!” he went on. “Such a 
war going on and she’s busy the whole time. . .” 

He spoke with bitterness and anger. He had lost his daughter to 
a middle-aged filmmaker. He was undoubtedly overwrought from 
the strains of months of working long hours under the pressures of 
war, but he was also a lonely isolated man, and he probably felt a 
keen sense of betrayal. In her way his daughter had betrayed him 
as her mother had betrayed him. For months father and daughter 





364 Stalin 


were estranged and did not see each other.1! Kapler was removed 
by a five-year sentence to Vorkuta, where he was allowed to work 
in the theater. 

Impatient after the Battle of Stalingrad to liberate all Russian 
territory, Stalin had ordered an advance on a broad front. It was 
intended that the Red Army should reach the Dnieper by the 
spring of 1943. This objective was overly ambitious, but on many 
fronts the winter offensive achieved important gains. 

The Stalingrad victory and the rapid advances along the whole 
front had bred overconfidence among the front commanders. 
Stalin shared, too, in the general elation, declaring in his Order of 
the Day on November 7, 1942, that soon “there will be a holiday 
in our street!”!2 But with his instinctive wariness he knew that ex- 
cessive optimism was dangerous. It was necessary to caution not 
only the armed forces but the civil population, who were exulting 
over the victories and the liberation of occupied territories. 

On February 23, 1943, the twenty-fourth anniversary of the Red 
Army, Stalin’s Order of the Day proclaimed: “The enemy has 
suffered defeat, but still has not been conquered,” and he called 
on the Soviet Army, Navy, and Air Force to redouble their 
efforts.18 

The warning was timely. Manstein had mounted a coun- 
teroffensive on February 19. Moving northeastwards, he retook 
Kharkov and Belgorod, and was soon threatening Rokossovsky’s 
Center Front, but then he was halted. 

Towards the end of March a pause came in the fighting, which 
lasted until early July 1943. It was a period of furious preparation 
for the summer campaign. The Kursk salient was to be the arena 
for this crucial trial of strength. Holding Orel in the north and 
Belgorod to the south of the salient, the Germans believed them- 
selves to be in a strong position to carry.out a decisive pincer 
movement, which would reverse their losses of the winter of 
1942-43. 

Soviet industry had, however, achieved phenomenal results 
since the great evacuation of the autumn and winter of 1941-42. 
The industrial expansion had brought a dramatic improvement in 
the equipment of the Red Army. Moreover, it was not only in 
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quantity but also in quality that the Russian forces now had the 
upper hand. 

Stalin took a direct interest in the development of weapons, 
and indeed his approval was needed before any prototype or major 
change went into production. The improved T-34 medium tank 
and the IS heavy tank were, the Russians claimed, the most effec- 
tive tanks in the war, and most German officers admitted their 
superiority. The Russian artillery, and especially the rocket artil- 
lery, had a devastating fire power. By 1943 Russian rifles and ma- 
chine guns had a more rapid rate of fire and greater endurance. 
The leading aircraft designers, Tupolev, Yakovlev, and Lavochkin, 
who reported directly to Stalin on their work, produced more 
effective planes, and gradually he had built up under his control a 
powerful air force. The main deficiency was motor transport, and 
this was met partially by the supply of American trucks and 
jeeps.15 

The war had forged a new generation of young and dynamic 
commanders. A large proportion of the best-trained officers and 
troops of the Red Army had been lost during 1941-42, but by 
1943 this loss had been made good by men with battle experience. 
The new generals were mostly under forty and were professional, 
rather than political, in outlook. An example was General Cher- 
niakhovsky, who commanded a tanks corps at the start of the war 
and in spring 1944, at the age of thirty-six, was made commander 
of the 3rd Belorussian Front. When Rokossovsky had asked 
for the removal of Zaporozhets, a trusted old Bolshevik who was 
the political member of the Sixtieth Army, because Cher- 
niakhovsky found it impossible to get on with him, Stalin immedi- 
ately had Zaporozhets recalled. It was men like Cherniakhovsky 
who could take bold action and accept responsibility, and who 
were the professionals, whom Stalin had promoted. 

As the summer approached in 1943, the build-up of Russian 
and German forces and armaments at Kursk mounted in inten- 
sity. Stalin became increasingly strained and worried during these 
weeks. His obsession, which Zhukov shared, was still the defense 
of Moscow. Both considered that the German strategy might be 
to strike northeast from Kursk and envelop the capital from the 
east. But the immediate problem was whether to mount a pre- 
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emptive attack against the German positions north and south of 
the salient. Stalin had received conflicting proposals from his sen- 
ior commanders. His own instinct was always to attack. Now he 
hesitated. On April 12, 1943, he called a meeting to consider the 
tactics to be adopted. Zhukov, Vasilevsky, and the general staff 
argued strongly against a pre-emptive strike; the Soviet forces 
should let the enemy attack and wear himself down against their 
impregnable Kursk defenses. Stalin was, however, unsure even 
now about the capacity of the Red Army to withstand a mass 
German attack. He had in mind the fact that Russian offensives 
had succeeded against the Germans in winter conditions. A sum- 
mer offensive might present unforeseen problems. At the meeting 
he listened to the different views, but reached no decision. 

Vatutin from the Central Front, supported by Khrushchev, 
began pressing for a pre-emptive offensive. Rokossovsky from the 
Voronezh Front sent a report in which he argued that the enemy 
should be left to attack first and to break his strength against the 
Soviet positions. Pressure on Stalin to make a decision increased. 
Vasilevsky wrote that it took all the efforts of Zhukov, Antonov, 
and himself to dissuade the Supreme Commander from adopting 
the repeated proposals of Vatutin to take the offensive. 

According to Zhukov, Stalin reached a firm decision in mid- 
May to await the German attack. It would be met with fire of all 
types from defenses in depth, with air attacks, and with coun- 
terblows from operational and strategic reserves; after wearing the 
enemy down, a counteroffensive would be launched in the Bel- 
gorod-Kharkov and the Orel directions.1¢ 

The long wait for the opening of the enemy offensive had every- 
body on edge. This was the underlying factor in a fearful scene in 
the Kremlin office, when Stalin lost his temper. He had received a 
personal letter, written by a group of fighter pilots, complaining 
about the fabric paint used on the wings of the Yak-g interceptor 
planes, which caused them to break up in flight. At once Stalin 
sent for Vasilevsky, Voronov, and Yakovlev, the designer. He 
swore at them all, calling them “Hitlerites.” Yakovlev, who had 
had long and close relations with Stalin, wrote that he had never 
seen him in such a rage, and that he himself was trembling with 
fear. They undertook to have all planes repaired within two 
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weeks; it was an impossible undertaking, but it appeared to mol- 
lify him. He ordered, nevertheless, that the military prosecutor's 
office should investigate the matter and find the traitors respon- 
sible.17 

In the early hours of July 5, the Germans attacked, striking 
south from Orel and north from Belgorod, intent on encircling 
the Soviet Central and Voronezh Fronts within the Kursk salient. 
For eight days the battle raged. It involved a clash of tanks and ar- 
tillery on a scale never before known in the history of warfare. 
The German forces suffered appalling losses and could make no 
impression on the Russian positions. On July 13 Hitler gave orders 
to break off the offensive. 

The Russian counteroffensive was launched on July 12 as soon 
as the German drive had lost its impetus. At a meeting of general 
staff, front, and army commanders, called by Stalin in his Kremlin 
office some days earlier, Antonov gave a clear exposition of the 
plans of action. Stalin asked a few questions and expressed his ap- 
proval. Bagramian, who then commanded the Eleventh Guards 
Army, wanted to propose modifications to the plan as it affected 
his role on the left flank. He hesitated to speak in the presence of 
the Supreme Commander. All were rolling up their maps and the 
meeting seemed to be over when Stalin suddenly asked if anyone 
had contrary views. Bagramian said he had. Stalin looked at him, 
an expression of surprise on his face, and told him to speak. Bagra- 
mian felt so nervous that he had to take a grip on himself. All pres- 
ent unrolled their maps again. He explained how he saw the part 
to be played by his army in the coming offensive and the changes 
he recommended. Silence followed. He was expecting his pro- 
posals, coming from an army commander, to be squashed by the 
Supreme Commander, the general staff, and the front com- 
manders, whom he called the “great trinity.” Stalin and the others 
studied their maps, and then Stalin told him his proposals were 
accepted subject to minor changes. 

According to Zhukov and Vasilevsky, Stalin was always pre- 
pared to listen to views contrary to his own, provided they were 
based on facts and presented lucidly. But his attitude towards the 
general staff and his commanders had changed after the successful 
counteroffensives at Stalingrad. Indeed he went so far as to de- 
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clare that front commanders should themselves decide the timing 
of their counteroffensives. But the habit of command was deeply 
ingrained and he always took control. 

During the counteroffensives from the Kursk salient he was con- 
stantly pressing Zhukov and Vasilevsky and the front commanders 
to attack without delay. Towards the end of July both men firmly 
insisted that the Voronezh and Steppe Fronts needed eight days 
to replenish stocks before mounting their counterattacks. Stalin 
finally yielded to their insistence that the plan could be ruined by 
haste. Zhukov wrote subsequently: “Today, after Stalin’s death, 
the idea is current that he never heeded anybody’s advice and de- 
cided questions of military policy all by himself. I can’t agree with 
it. When he realized that the person reporting knew what he was 
talking about, he would listen, and I know cases when he recon- 
sidered his own opinions and decisions. This was the case in many 
operations.”18 

The strategy in the south, after the enemy had been smashed at 
Belgorod-Kharkov, brought some conflict of views. Stalin rejected 
the proposals, put forward by Vatutin and supported by Khrush- 
chev, that the Voronezh, Southwest, and West Fronts should 
press southwards deep into the Ukraine to recover the industrial 
and agricultural lands, and from there prepare for the invasion of 
Romania and Hungary. He objected that this strategy would leave 
Kiev in enemy hands and the German Army Group Center, 
which stood only some two hundred miles from Moscow, could 
not be left intact. His own strategy, which was adopted, was to 
strike from Poltava to recover Kiev and then to advance to sepa- 
rate Army Group Center from Army Group South, thus threat- 
ening both groups with envelopment. This strategy was to provide 
the basis for the great Russian victories in central and south- 
eastern Europe in 1943-44.!° 

The nation was elated by the victory at Kursk and by the coun- 
teroffensives. The morale of the troops was transformed, and there 
was no more talk of the invincibility of the enemy. The Red 
forces had at Stalingrad halted the German advance. In the battle 
of the Kursk salient they had not only crushed the German sum- 
mer campaign but had also destroyed the German capacity to 
mount another major offensive. From this time onwards the Ger- 
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mans could only retreat, following a defensive strategy. The Rus- 
sians renewed their westward drive with furious energy, confident 
that they were now invincible. 

While sharing this confidence of the Red Army commanders, 
Stalin did not underestimate the German Army. He remained on 
guard against overoptimism and any slackening in discipline. As 
Supreme Commander he kept a close control over operations and 
did not hesitate to censure even the most senior commanders. 
Zhukov and Vatutin received a strongly worded telegram when 
the Voronezh Front failed to envelop the enemy at Kharkov and 
suffered severe casualties in the German counterattack. They were 
guilty of “dissipating their forces by attacking everywhere to cover 
as much ground as possible.”2° 

Vasilevsky, chief of the general staff, received a shattering repri- 
mand on August 17, 1943, which read: 


Marshal Vasilevsky. It is now already 0330 hours 17 August 
and you still have not seen fit to send to the Stavka a report on 
the outcome of operations on 16 August and your appreciation of 
the situation. . . . Nearly every day you forget this duty... . 
Again you have been pleased to ignore your responsibility to the 
Stavka by not reporting. It is the last time that I give you notice 
that in the event of your allowing yourself to forget your duty 
you will be removed from the post of Chief of the General Staff 
and recalled from the front. I. Stalin.?1 


Vasilevsky, shaken by this rebuke, claimed that he had never 
failed to send his report, although for good reasons his report of 
August 16, 1943, was a few hours late in arriving. At once he 
phoned Antonov in the Kremlin, who told him that Stalin was 
disappointed by the results of the offensives. He added that Vas- 
ilevsky’s report was already in Stalin’s hands when he dictated the 
message. He may have been in a perverse mood, or have consid- 
ered that Vasilevsky was growing lax, or he may have been con- 
cemed to remind him of the Supreme Commander’s authority. 
Vasilevsky accepted the reprimand, writing later that “the ab- 
sence of any indulgence towards us was in the interest of the con- 
duct of the armed struggle.”?? 

In October 1943 the Red Army crossed the Dnieper at various 
points. Kiev was liberated on November 6 and Zhitomir two days 
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later. The advance was less spectacular in the north, but on Sep- 
tember 25 Smolensk was retaken and Moscow was freed com- 
pletely from the threat of attack. By the end of 1943 the Red 
Army had recovered more than half the territory conquered by the 
Germans in their great eastward advance of 1941-42. But most of 
Belorussia, the western Ukraine, and the Baltic region were still in 
German hands. 

As the Russians pushed westwards, liberating lands occupied by 
the Germans, they uncovered evidence of the unbelievable sav- 
agery and inhumanity of the German treatment of prisoners of war 
and the civilian population. Reports of enemy atrocities had been 
published since early in the war, but the liberation of vast terri- 
tories revealed the terrible scale of German barbarity. The Rus- 
sians, although inured to purges and forced labor camps, were 
inflamed with a bitter hatred of the enemy. 

Russian prisoners had been deliberately starved to death. This 
followed from the instructions that German troops were to feed 
off the land and that all possible food surpluses must be sent to 
Germany where rationing was severe. But this extermination pol- 
icy was justified also on the grounds that Russians were Unter- 
menschen, an inferior species to be treated as animals, and that 
the “Jewish-Bolshevik system” must be destroyed. 

It has been calculated that between June 1941 and May 1944 
the Germans took 5,160,000 prisoners in Russia. Of them 
1,053,000 were finally liberated. But more than 3,750,000 men 
were exterminated in massacres, by starvation, and by exposure. 
Penned together in the open air without shelter of any kind and 
without food, they quickly perished in the cruel cold of autumn 
and winter. The number of Russian civilians, including women 
and children, done to death in similar ways, certainly exceeded 
this figure; the full toll will never be known.28 

Kharkov, the first large city to be liberated, had a population 
normally of some goo,cco, which had been swollen to some 
1,300,000 by the influx of people fleeing before the invaders. As 
the Germans approached, thousands fled farther to the east. Some 
700,000 were in the city when it was captured and only half of 
them survived. Of the others, 120,000, mainly young people, were 
sent to Germany as slave labor. Between 70,000 and 80,000 died 
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of hunger and exposure. Some 30,000, including 16,000 Jews, were 
executed. Orel’s population of 114,000 was no more than 30,000 
on liberation. The Germans had murdered some 12,000 and had 
sent more than 20,000 away as slave labor.”* 

Every occupied Russian city, town, and village suffered the 
same grim fate. The Jews were the first to be killed and then the 
Russians were dealt with in various brutal ways. At Babyi Yar, 
near Kiev, 100,000 Jews were massacred. ‘The Germans concen- 
trated their fiendishness on the Jews and Russians. They treated 
the Ukrainians and the Moslem peoples differently, regarding 
them as actual or potential enemies of the Soviet regime. Belat- 
edly, towards the end of 1942, they made some attempt to mod- 
ify their treatment of Russian prisoners of war, offering them the 
alternatives of death by starvation or other means, or service in 
the Russian Army of Liberation, known as the Vlasov Army.?° 
Most Russians refused to serve under Vlasov and chose death. A 
few in Dachau and other concentration camps managed to survive. 

Against this background Stalin ordered draconian measures to 
apply to all Russian prisoners of war who survived capture and 
German treatment, against Russian civilians who survived, and 
against Ukrainians and all Moslem nationalities. He knew that 
there were dissident elements among the Russians who had es- 
caped the mesh of his purges and who could be cajoled or coerced 
by the enemy to fight against Soviet Russia. All Red Army officers 
and men knew the fate of shooting or starvation as Untermenschen 
that awaited them, if they allowed themselves to be taken captive 
by the Germans. This was constantly publicized among them. He 
could not believe that any Russian would lay down his arms and 
surrender on such terms. It followed that every Russian, especially 
an officer, taken prisoner was considered to have “voluntarily sur- 
rendered to the enemy”; he had betrayed his country; he was a 
coward or a potential or actual collaborator, who deserved his fate. 
If he survived he was considered to be devoid of pride and patriot- 
ism, or there was presumed to be some sinister anti-Soviet reason 
for his survival. This was the stark reasoning for the treatment of 
Russians who were liberated or returned by some other means. 
They were interrogated. They had to explain why they had al- 
lowed themselves to be captured instead of fighting to the death. 
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Usually they were sent to labor camps, and their families were 
punished by a two-year term of imprisonment. 

Yakov, the son by his first marriage, whom he had virtually dis- 
owned for some unknown reason, had entered the Frunze Military 
Academy in 1935. He was a senior lieutenant in the 14th How- 
itzer Regiment and went with his unit to the Belorussian Front 
the day after war started. In July 1941 he was taken prisoner. 
Stalin, with his obsessive suspicion, refused to believe that even 
Yakov had been so dishonorable as to surrender. He seized on the 
idea that someone must have tricked or betrayed him. He came to 
believe that Iulya, Yakov’s wife, was guilty. She was arrested in au- 
tumn 1941 and held in prison until spring 1943. The Germans 
identified Yakov and tried to make propaganda of the fact that he 
was in their hands, but Stalin refused to co-operate in any way. 

Towards the end of the winter of 1943-44 after the Battle of 
Stalingrad, Svetlana paid one of her rare visits to her father. He 
told her then that “the Germans have proposed that we exchange 
one of their prisoners for Yasha. They want me to make a deal 
with them. I won’t do it! War is war!” She added: “I could tell by 
his tone that he was upset. He wouldn’t say another word about 
IE; 28 

In summer 1945, when the war was over, and she was making 
another of her rare visits, he spoke again of Yakov. “The Germans 
shot Yasha,” he said. “I had a letter of condolence from a Belgian 
officer.” She observed that he spoke with an effort and did not 
want to say any more.’ Svetlana, who loved her half brother, felt 
that after his death her father felt some warmth for this son and 
realized that he had been harsh and unfair. But she wrote, too, 
that “it was very like my father to wash his hands of members of 
his own family, to wipe them out of his mind and act as if they 
didn’t exist.”28 

Civilians taken prisoner by the invaders were on their liberation 
required to account for their activities under the German occupa- 
tion and to explain why they had survived, when so many others 
had been massacred or had perished. Thousands of civilians es- 
caped as the enemy approached and joined the partisan or guer- 
rilla movement. Stalin had ordered the formation of mass partisan 
opposition to the enemy.° 
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Brave men and women formed partisan groups, operating be- 
hind the enemy lines. They endured terrible hardships and 
perished in large numbers, but in many places they made condi- 
tions insupportable to the enemy. They were defending the moth- 
erland, while those who were simply captured contributed nothing 
and were perhaps actively or passively on the side of the enemy. 
The nation was fighting for survival. There was no time or readi- 
ness to consider the problems of individuals. All must be prepared 
to fight and die. 

As the Germans advanced southwards and into the Caucasus, 
Stalin showed increasing concern about the loyalty of the Cos- 
sacks and the Moslem peoples. In the early stages of the war after 
the loss of the western Ukraine and the Baltic states, the fighting 
had taken place mainly in east Ukrainian and Great Russian terri- 
tory, where the people, if not always enthusiastically pro-Soviet, 
were loyal to Russia. But Stalin was alert to the dangers of 
disaffection. In August 1941 he had as a precaution deported the 
Volga Germans to Kazakhstan and northern Siberia.®° 

The Cossacks since the early days of the Muscovite state had 
been unpredictable in their loyalties. They had, however, in the 
nineteenth century shown steady allegiance to the tsars, and they 
were known for their brutal suppression of peasant revolts, 
workers’ demonstrations, and other forms of internal unrest. The 
Cossacks, like the Moslem peoples of the Caucasus and Central 
Asia and the Tatars of the Crimea, had suffered during the collec- 
tivization campaign and had reason to be anti-Soviet. 

The Germans, overestimating the extent of the latent disaffec- 
tion among the Cossacks, tried ineffectually to organize them in 
an anti-Soviet movement. The Cossacks were exempted from 
Untermensch status and were encouraged to enlist in the German 
Army. By late 1943 some 20,000 Cossacks, or men calling them- 
selves Cossacks, were fighting in German-sponsored units. This 
was, however, only a very small percentage of the Cossack popula- 
tion of the Kuban, Terek, and the Don, most of whom staunchly 
resisted the Germans.®? 

Towards the Moslem peoples, the Germans pursued a benign, 
almost paternalistic policy. The Karachai, Balkars, Ingush, 
Chechen, Kalmucks, and Tatars of the Crimea all displayed pro- 
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German sympathies in some degree. It was only the hurried with- 
drawal of the Germans from the Caucasus after the Battle of 
Stalingrad that prevented their organizing the Moslem people for 
effective anti-Soviet action. The Germans boasted loudly, how- 
ever, that they had left a strong “fifth column” behind them in 
the Caucasus.3? 

The fact that these peoples were prepared to betray Soviet Rus- 
sia infuriated Stalin, and he was absolutely ruthless in eradicating 
any possible “fifth column” which might imperil the rear of the 
Red Army. He was determined also that these peoples should 
never enjoy the fruits of victory and that they should be punished. 
By decrees of the Supreme Soviet at the end of 1943 and in the 
spring of 1944 the Moslem communities were uprooted and de- 
ported to the east. The decrees were carried out with such brutal- 
ity that the six nationalities were almost liquidated.34 





2] 


Conference in Teheran 
November 28- 
December 1, 1943 


Stalin, Churchill, and Roosevelt met together for the first time in 
Teheran towards the end of November 1943. In Churchill’s words 
the meeting “probably represented the greatest concentration of 
worldly power that had ever been seen in the history of man- 
kind.”? They discussed their immediate war strategy and the post- 
war settlement to ensure peace and stability in talks that were 
frank but amiable and gave promise of close understanding and 
co-operation in the years ahead. 

Anglo-Soviet relations had been under severe strain since 
Churchill’s visit to Moscow in August of the previous year. He 
had then told Stalin that there would be no Second Front in 
1942. This allied decision had been followed by shortfalls in arma- 
ment deliveries by the North Russian convoys. The British Navy 
had gravely mishandled convoy PQ 17 in what Churchill de- 
scribed as “one of the most melancholy naval episodes in the 
whole war.”2 In a letter dated July 17 Churchill stated that the 
convoys would be suspended for a time, and Stalin responded 




















376 Stalin 


angrily. He wrote a letter on July 23, 1942, which, far from being 
“rough and surly,” as Churchill described it, was a blunt but 
dignified protest, made at a time when the Red Army was threat- 
ened with a devastating defeat at Stalingrad and desperately 
needed Allied supplies.’ 

Churchill’s visit had led to better understanding at the time, 
but, notwithstanding the Prime Minister’s vehement assurances, 
Stalin had remained suspicious that the British were leaving the 
fighting for as long as possible to the Russians. His suspicion 
sharpened, and Anglo-Russian relations declined further, as the 
battle for Stalingrad approached. Wendell Willkie, visiting Mos- 
cow as the President’s personal representative, suggested that the 
United States had been willing to launch the Second Front in 
1942, but that Churchill and the British military staff had raised 
obstacles. Soon after his departure, Soviet propaganda organs 
started an anti-British campaign. It reflected the deep disap- 
pointment of Russians over the absence of the Second Front. Brit- 
ain was also a convenient scapegoat for the Russian defeats 
suffered as the invader had swept across Russia towards Stalin- 
grad. Stalin publicly stated that “help from the Allies to the So- 
viet Union had so far been of little effect,” and demanded “the 
full and timely fulfilment by the Allies of their obligations.”* He 
was prompt to welcome the Allied North African landing, about 
which Churchill had given him advance notice. He paid generous 
tribute to the “first-class organizers who had accomplished this 
difficult military operation.” But this was not the Second Front. 

Victory at Stalingrad brought some relief from the terrible anxi- 
ety which had weighed upon Stalin. He became more cordial to- 
wards his allies. The North African campaign and the bombing of 
Germany showed that they were no longer inactive. But as the 
crucial battle of the Kursk salient approached, his anxiety 
mounted. Russians everywhere were loudly critical of the Allies for 
failing to open the Second Front. 

In his Order of the Day on May 1, 1943, Stalin referred in 
warm terms to the Allied victory in North Africa on which he had 
sent congratulatory messages to Churchill and Roosevelt, and to 
the bombing of Germany as “heralding the formation of a Second 
Front in Europe.”® This was for all Russians the overriding need. 
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An official statement, issued on the second anniversary of the Ger- 
man invasion, went so far as to declare that “without a Second 
Front, victory over Germany is impossible.”? Rumors that the 
Germans had approached the Allies with proposals for a separate 
peace intensified Russian suspicions. Stalin had in his Order of 
the Day on May 1, 1943, denounced German talk of peace and ru- 
mors in the Western press, “as though it is not clear that only the 
complete destruction of the Hitlerite armies and the uncondi- 
tional surrender of Hitlerite Germany can bring Europe to 
peace.”8 

At this time, Stalin dissolved the Comintern. It had always 
represented for the Western powers the direct threat of militant 
communism. He had inherited the Comintern from Lenin, who 
had founded it in 1919 as the organ for fomenting world revolu- 
tion. To Stalin, the opponent of internationalism and author of 
“socialism in one country,” the Comintern was an encumbrance, 
and at this critical time it was inimical to Russian interests. He ex- 
plained that its abolition was “correct and timely.” It would put 
an end to lies spread by Nazi propaganda, that the Russian Com- 
munist party interfered in the affairs of other countries and con- 
spired “to Bolshevize them.” It would facilitate the work of free- 
dom-loving countries, irrespective of political and religious beliefs, 
in joining together in the struggle against fascism.® The disbanding 
of the Comintern was welcomed in the West as clearing the way 
for real understanding with Soviet Russia. 

While official Soviet references to the Allies were cordial in the 
early months of 1943, Stalin’s letters to Churchill and Roosevelt 
were forthright. He was critical of Anglo-American delays in the 
North African campaign, as a result of which “the Germans trans- 
ferred twenty-seven divisions, including five Panzer divisions, from 
France, Belgium, Holland and Germany herself to the Soviet-Ger- 
man front.” He was not enthusiastic about the proposed landing 
in Sicily, which “cannot replace the Second Front in France.” He 
reminded them that the Second Front had been admitted as a 
possibility in 1942 and as a firm expectation in spring 1943, and 
emphasized the urgent need to launch the operation not later than 
the early summer.!° 

In May 1943 the build-up for the gigantic trial of strength at 
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Kursk was reaching its climax. Stalin was tense as he waited for 
the Germans to open their offensive. At this critical time Church- 
ill and Roosevelt informed him that the Anglo-American Second 
Front had to be postponed until spring 1944. Stalin exploded in 
anger. He was massing at Kursk a force of men and heavy arma- 
ments far greater than was required for the invasion of France, 
but these two mighty industrial powers constantly made excuses 
for delaying this crucial invasion. He saw the latest postponement 
as an act of blatant bad faith. In his letter of May 24 he stated 
firmly that “the preservation of our confidence in the Allies is 
being subjected to severe stress.”2! 

Victory at Kursk relieved the pressure on Stalin. The Second 
Front was no longer a matter of life and death. His mistrust of 
the Allies was, however, deep-rooted, and no man was more tena- 
cious in harboring mistrust. At the same time he was earnestly 
seeking a real understanding with them, believing that peace and 
world stability after the war would depend on the three powers 
remaining united. Primarily for this reason he was eager to have 
an early meeting. He had declined, however, proposals that they 
should meet early in 1943 on the grounds that he could not be 
away from Moscow and the conduct of military operations. This 
explanation was regarded with skepticism by the Allies, who did 
not appreciate that as Supreme Commander he was directing the 
Russian war effort personally. In August Stalin stated that a con- 
ference of the three heads of government was “absolutely desira- 
ble” and agreed that an exploratory meeting of foreign ministers 
should take place in Moscow in October.!? 

Relations with Britain nevertheless worsened further in the au- 
tumn of 1943. The North Russian convoys had been suspended 
since March. Russia still had urgent need of Allied supplies. Molo- 
tov sent through the British ambassador a peremptory demand for 
the resumption of convoys. Churchill promised to send four con- 
voys, the first to sail on November 12, but as always his under- 
takings were hedged with a complex of provisos. 

Churchill for his part demanded relaxation of the restrictions 
imposed on British naval personnel serving in North Russia. This 
demand offended Stalin. He responded so sharply that Churchill 
refused to accept his reply and returned it personally to the Soviet 
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ambassador. Stalin objected, with some justice, that there were al- 
ready too many British naval personnel in North Russia. He ex- 
pressed his real objection frankly to Eden, which was, as Eden re- 
ported, “that if only our [British] people had treated his people 
as equals, none of these difficulties would have arisen, and if our 
people would treat his people as equals we could have as much 
personnel as we liked.”2* 

The foreign ministers’ conference, held in Moscow from Octo- 
ber 19 until November 1, was cordial. Eden and Cordell Hull wel- 
comed the opportunity to discuss postwar policies with Stalin and 
Molotov. Hull was especially pleased with an agreed statement, 
which was an important step towards a United Nations organi- 
zation. He had feared that Russia might become isolationist after 
the war, and Stalin had the same fear about the United States. 
Eden and Hull both reported that the conference had provided 
teal evidence that Soviet Russia wanted continued friendship and 
co-operation with Britain and the United States.1* 

Eden was nevertheless aware of the danger of conflict over the 
future of Europe. In fact, Stalin had already decided that as a 
matter of national security Russia must assert her dominant 
influence over the whole of eastern Europe. This was an essential 
barrier against another invasion from the west, especially from a 
resurgent Germany. Churchill and Eden saw the dangers of divid- 
ing the continent into two rival camps, and they feared that Rus- 
sian occupation of eastern Europe would be the first step to dom- 
ination of the whole continent. But interpreting Stalin’s policy as 
a policy of aggrandizement, they failed to appreciate his obsessive 
anxiety to secure his western frontiers and to guard against Ger- 
many. 

During the talks of the foreign ministers in October 1943 Eden 
tried to forestall this development of postwar spheres of interest. 
In one session he passed a note to Hull: “I am sorry to take your 
time, but behind all this is a big issue: two camps in Europe or 
one.” But, notwithstanding the expressed American view, Hull did 
not appreciate the British concern on this score.*5 

During the conference, Eden secured Stalin’s agreement to a 
heads of government meeting in Teheran. Stalin had been ada- 
mant that he could not leave Russia, but he finally accepted the 
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venue of Teheran, from which direct communication with Mos- 
cow and the fronts by telegraph and telephone was practicable. 
Indeed, he was determined to establish cordial relations with the 
allies. When, on October 27, Eden, on Churchill’s telegraphed in- 
structions, asked for a special meeting, Stalin received him 
warmly, although, as he had probably foreseen, Eden’s message 
was that the Second Front had to be postponed from the spring 
to the summer due to unforeseen difficulties in Italy. The senior 
British officer who accompanied Eden wrote that Stalin appeared 
“perfectly happy once he had received Eden’s assurance that a 
short postponement and not a cancellation was involved.”2¢ 

On November 25, 1943, Stalin, accompanied by Molotov and 
Voroshilov and his personal NKVD bodyguard, boarded his train 
at a siding near Kuntsevo. He traveled by train to Stalingrad and 
Baku, flying from there to Teheran. Shtemenko, the general staff 
liaison officer with the Supreme Commander in Chief, carried 
maps of all the fighting zones. At stops on the journey he spoke to 
the general staff in Moscow and obtained the most recent infor- 
mation to mark on his maps. It was his responsibility to brief 
Stalin every morning and evening on the state of the fronts. In 
Teheran, Stalin had a villa in the grounds of the mansion occu- 
pied by the Soviet Embassy, which had been the tsarist embassy. 
Shtemenko and his cipher staff were allocated a room there, next 
to the signal center. On the evening of his arrival, Stalin in- 
spected the room and, finding it too small and dark, ordered it to 
be changed. From Shtemenko’s room Stalin spoke by direct line 
with Vatutin and Rokossovsky at the fronts and with Antonov in 
Moscow. Here Shtemenko received drafts of orders, telephoned or 
telegraphed by Antonov, for Stalin’s signature. He held the signed 
documents and telegraphed the authorized versions to Moscow.!* 
While in Teheran, Stalin maintained his usual direct control over 
Russian operations on all fronts. 

The conference sessions took place on four afternoons, starting 
on November 28, in the Soviet Embassy. Stalin wore the uniform 
of a Marshal of the Soviet Union. Birse, the British interpreter, 
observed that he “looked grey and more careworn than when I 
had seen him in Moscow, although he seemed more affable and at 
times his manner was almost gay.”!8 General Deane, who had ac- 
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companied Cordell Hull to Moscow in the previous month, ob- 
served that, while the British and American parties numbered 
twenty or thirty and had with them their service chiefs with staff, 
Stalin had with him only Molotov and Voroshilov, and his inter- 
preter, Pavlov. He consulted with them from time to time, but he 
alone spoke in the conference and he spoke with absolute author- 
ity, for, as Deane noted, “there was never the slightest indication 
that he would have to consult with his government.”!® 

Addressing the conference, Stalin spoke quietly and at times 
curtly. He had a highly disciplined mind and expressed himself 
with utmost economy. Nothing aggravated him more than woolly, 
long-winded oratory. He lost patience several times with Church- 
ill, who talked at length and, while he had brilliant flashes, could 
not resist orating. At one stage after Churchill had spoken too 
long Stalin growled, “How long is this conference going to last?””° 
But he exercised great patience and was at pains to be genial. 

The discussions ranged widely during the conference sessions 
and the informal luncheons and dinners which took place each 
day. Stalin was concerned about the immediate war plans of the 
Allies and in particular the launching of the Second Front, named 
Operation Overlord. He was also thinking ahead to the settlement 
of Europe after the war, the future of Poland and Germany, and 
the maintenance of peace. 

Churchill and Roosevelt talked about operations in the eastern 
Mediterranean, about bringing Turkey into the war, and sending 
Anglo-American naval forces into the Black Sea. Stalin brought 
the discussion back to the prime purpose of defeating Germany by 
the invasion of France. To disperse and weaken Allied effort in a 
series of operations throughout the Mediterranean would be mis- 
taken. All should be concentrated on Operation Overlord. The 
plan to capture Rome should be abandoned if necessary to pro- 
vide greater Allied troops for the invasion of southern France. 
Churchill, always ready to shoot off on tangents and plan diver- 
sions, talked a great deal about possible operations in the Balkans. 
Stalin’s patience with him began to wear thin. At the close of the 
session on November 29, Stalin looked directly at Churchill across 
the table and said: “I wish to pose a very direct question to the 
Prime Minister about Overlord. Do the Prime Minister and the 
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British staff really believe in Overlord?” Churchill replied, “Pro- 
vided the conditions previously stated for Overlord are established 
when the time comes, it will be our stern duty to hurl across the 
Channel against the Germans every sinew of our strength.”2 It 
was a Churchillian reply, opening with a proviso and wrapped in 
rhetoric. Stalin wanted a simple “Yes,” but he made no comment. 

Meetings of Chiefs of Staff to discuss military operations during 
the conference had been agreed. Stalin had objected at first that 
he saw no point in such separate meetings. He himself had come 
to discuss such matters. But he did not press his objection, and 
said that Voroshilov would “do his best.” The military committee 
met on November 29, attended by Voroshilov, Sir Alan Brooke, 
Charles Portal, William Leahy, and George C. Marshall. Brooke 
dominated the meeting. He had a powerful mind, incisive speech, 
and the same kind of impatience as Stalin. He had met Voroshi- 
lov in Moscow in a previous year and had summed him up as “an 
attractive personality, a typically political general who owed his 
life to his wits.” When at the meeting Voroshilov started pressing 
Stalin’s views, revealing his own lack of military expertise, Brooke 
was terse with him. He had shown the same curt impatience in 
dealing with him in Moscow, and this was to have repercussions. 

After dinner, hosted on the first evening by Roosevelt, Church- 
ill drew Stalin aside to discuss what would happen after the war. 
Eden joined them. “Let us first consider the worst that might 
happen,” said Stalin, and he outlined the problem which con- 
cerned him deeply and which was to underlie his policies in the 
postwar years. It was that Germany would recover from this war 
within fifteen to twenty years and with a revival of nationalism 
would start another war. This was the fear that obsessed him, and 
he was determined that Russia should never again be subjected to 
the torment and destruction that she was now suffering. Churchill 
spoke of the duty of the three powers to enforce German disarma- 
ment, to isolate Prussia, and to impose some union of the south- 
ern German states. Stalin thought that this would not be enough. 
They then spoke briefly about Poland and her problems, which 
were to be discussed in plenary session and were to bedevil Allied 
relations.”? 

Shortly before the session of November 29 began, there was a 
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brief but impressive ceremony in the conference room of the So- 
viet Embassy, when the Stalingrad Sword of Honour was pre- 
sented. It was inscribed in English and in Russian “to the steel- 
hearted citizens of Stalingrad. The gift of King George VI in 
token of the homage of the British people.” The ceremony was 
brief. The British lieutenant commanding the guard of honor 
handed the magnificent sword to Churchill, who, turning to Sta- 
lin, stated that he had been commanded by the King to present to 
him the Sword of Honour for transmission to the city of Stalin- 
grad. Birse, who was standing close to Stalin, saw that he was 
deeply moved as he took the sword, kissed the hilt, and handed it 
to Voroshilov. Unfortunately, Voroshiloy fumbled and nearly 
dropped it, but managed to pass it to the Russian lieutenant of 
the ceremonial guard. Stalin spoke briefly, expressing his appreci- 
ation, and shook Churchill by the hand.?8 

During the next session discussions turned again to Poland. 
Stalin was determined to strengthen his western frontiers in every 
way possible. He had to resolve the problem of Poland, which had 
nurtured more than three hundred years of hostility towards Rus- 
sia. He was increasingly concerned about the hostile Polish gov- 
ernment in London. On July 30, 1941, Soviet Ambassador Ivan 
Maisky had signed an agreement with Wladyslaw Sikorski, the 
leader of the London Poles, who undertook to mobilize from 
among Polish prisoners in Russia an army to be commanded by a 
Pole, but under the Russian Supreme Command, to fight against 
the Germans. Formation of the Polish Army in Russia under the 
command of General W. Anders progressed. By December 1941, 
it had enlisted 73,415 Poles. The Russians strongly suspected, 
however, that this army, led by anti-Russian officers, would never 
fight at the side of the Red Army against the enemy. Indeed, the 
Russians stated that during the critical months of 1941, when 
their help would have been valuable, the Poles constantly found 
excuses for not being sent to the front. When Churchill proposed 
that the Poles should be allowed to leave Russia by way of Iran to 
fight on the Western Front, Stalin readily agreed. Their departure 
on the eve of the Battle of Stalingrad was seen by Russians as de- 
sertion in the face of the enemy and as a demonstration of Polish 
hatred of Russia. 
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Stalin knew that the age-old hostility between the two nations 
would not suddenly disappear, but he did not intend to permit a 
hostile Poland, led by anti-Russian leaders like Sikorski and 
Anders, to be restored on Russian frontiers. Early in 1943 the Rus- 
sian policy began to emerge. Poland’s eastern frontier would fol- 
low the Curzon line, and in compensation the Poles were to ex- 
tend westward at the expense of Germany. The Soviet press began 
a campaign against the Polish government in London, and the 
Union of Polish Patriots was established in Russia. This attempt 
to organize a pro-Russian government to take over from the well- 
entrenched Polish government in London seemed at the time un- 
likely to succeed. 

In April 1943 the Germans announced that they had discovered 
at Katyn near Smolensk mass graves containing the bodies of 
12,500 Polish officers and NCOs. It was alleged that the Russians 
had massacred them in the spring of 1940. Soviet denials did not 
Temove strong suspicions that NKVD troops were responsible. 
The Soviet government broke off relations with the London Poles, 
castigating them as imperialists and German agents, and strength- 
ened its support for the Union of Polish Patriots. A Tadeusz 
KoSciuszko Division, some fifteen thousand strong, was recruited 
among Poles who recognized that they must bury old enmities and 
learn to live with Soviet Russia. By October 1943 this division was 
fighting alongside Red Army troops. 

At the Teheran conference Stalin frankly stated his ideas about 
the settlement of Poland after the war. Churchill and Eden both 
accepted his proposals to make the Curzon or the Oder line the 
frontier and to incorporate Lvov into the Soviet Union. But at 
this stage the discussions were tentative, for, as Churchill was to 
write, “nothing would satisfy the Poles.” 

Churchill and Roosevelt besought Stalin to be generous to the 
Finns, who were now fighting at the side of the Germans. He con- 
ceded that, unless compelled by Finnish obstinacy, he would not 
make Finland a Soviet province, but insisted that he would exact 
some compensation in the form of territory and indemnities. 
Churchill remarked that “there is still ringing in my ears the fa- 
mous slogan: ‘No annexations and no indemnities.’” This was the 
slogan which Lenin and Trotsky had used in seeking peace with 
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Germany after the Revolution. He added, “Perhaps Marshal Stalin 
will not be pleased with me for saying that.” Stalin grinned broadly 
and answered: “I have told you that I am becoming a Con- 
servativel”25 

On November 30, Churchill’s sixty-ninth birthday and a day 
which he was to describe as crowded and memorable, he had a 
private meeting with Stalin in the morning. He had become dis- 
turbed by the Russian suspicion that he would prefer to abandon 
Overlord in favor of an invasion of the Balkans. But also he had 
been uneasy about Roosevelt’s reserve since arriving in Teheran. 
Roosevelt, with whom he had taken pains to build up a special re- 
lationship, had refused private meetings with him during the con- 
ference on the grounds that Stalin might feel that they were 
concerting action and policy against him. It was a specious excuse, 
for Stalin was well aware that they had long been in close contact, 
and indeed expected the two English-speaking powers to act to- 
gether. Roosevelt was, in fact, more concerned to demonstrate to 
Stalin that he was not under Churchill’s influence, as many of his 
own people believed. This was probably the main reason for his 
jokes and jibes at Churchill’s expense about “colonialism” and 
“imperialism,” which he thought would appeal to Stalin. But also 
he had the mistaken idea that he could handle Stalin rather as he 
handled members of the U. S. Congress. Churchill was further dis- 
turbed because for security reasons Roosevelt was accommodated 
not in his own embassy but in the Soviet Embassy, and so ap- 
peared to be in ready personal contact with Stalin. 

Disconcerted by Roosevelt’s attitude and the American wariness 
towards him in Teheran, and disturbed by Stalin’s openly ex- 
pressed suspicion of his determination to pursue Operation Over- 
lord, Churchill asked for a private meeting with Stalin to explain 
himself fully. The meeting lasted less than half an hour. Churchill 
explained that he fully supported Overlord, but was opposed to an 
American plan for an amphibious operation in the Bay of Bengal 
against the Japanese. Stalin emphasized the importance of the Al- 
lied invasion of northern France and confirmed that a Russian of- 
fensive would be launched to coincide with it. He added that the 
Red Army was war-weary and was depending on the success of 
the operation. He asked about the date fixed for Overlord, but 
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Churchill said that this would be revealed at lunch time, when 
they would be alone with Roosevelt. It was then stated that it 
would be in May. Stalin showed great pleasure and relief. 

The dinner on that evening was hosted by Churchill in celebra- 
tion of his birthday. It was Stalin’s first visit to a British Embassy. 
The NKVD took elaborate security precautions, thoroughly 
searching the premises, interrogating the servants and posting 
armed guards at all entrances and on the roof. It was nevertheless 
a jovial occasion. Birse, the British interpreter, had been told to 
stay close to Stalin and look after his wants. A warm relationship 
had already been established between the British major and the 
Soviet Supreme Commander. 

At table Birse was seated on Stalin’s left. He later wrote: 


Stalin, who sat uncomfortably on the edge of his chair, looked 
with anxiety at the display of different-sized knives and forks be- 
fore him, tumed to me and said: “This is a fine collection of 
cutlery! It is a problem which to use. You will have to tell me, 
and also when I can begin to eat. I am unused to your customs.” 
This small incident showed a human, unexpected side of his 
character, I think. His fear, if he had any, of doing the wrong 
thing soon vanished, for the proceedings became increasingly 
friendly and jovial. He settled himself deeper into his chair, and 
took my advice to eat and drink when it pleased him. After for- 
mal toasts to King George VI, President Kalinin, and President 
Roosevelt, Churchill proposed one to “Roosevelt the Man” and 
another to “Stalin the Great.” The President toasted Churchill, 
and so did Stalin. Eden toasted Molotov, and so it went on in 
true Russian fashion. Towards the end of the meal he asked me 
whether it would be in order for him to drink the health of our 
waiter. I said I was sure he could do so, and that the man would 
be very happy. He then called the Persian servant, poured him 
out a glass of champagne, and wished him and his comrades good 
luck, The Persian seemed quite overcome, and at a loss what to 
do with his glass. I told him to drink it on the spot. It is hard to 
say whether Stalin’s gesture was spontaneous or done to impress 
the Persians. . . .26 


An awkward incident occurred during the toasts. The President 
proposed a toast to General Sir Alan Brooke, chief of the Imperial 
General Staff, and before he had finished speaking, Stalin rose and 
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said he would finish the toast. He then spoke in a way inferring 
that Brooke had failed to show real feelings of friendship towards 
the Red Army, that he lacked appreciation of its fine qualities, 
and he hoped that in future he would show greater comradeship 
towards the soldiers of the Red Army. 

Brooke was taken by surprise. “I had, however, seen enough of 
Stalin by then to know that if I sat down under these insults, I 
should lose any respect he might ever have had for me, and that 
he would continue such attacks in the future.” In his reply to the 
toast, Brooke turned to Stalin and said, “Now, Marshal, may I 
deal with your toast. I am surprised that you should have found it 
necessary to raise accusations against me that are entirely un- 
founded. You will remember that this morming while we were 
discussing cover plans, Mr Churchill said that ‘in war truth must 
have an escort of lies.’ You will also remember that you yourself 
told us that in all your great offensives your real intentions were 
always kept concealed from the outer world. You told us that all 
your dummy tanks and dummy aeroplanes were always massed on 
those fronts that were of an immediate interest, while your true 
intentions were covered by a cloak of complete secrecy. 

“Well, Marshal, you have been misled by dummy tanks and 
dummy aeroplanes, and you have failed to observe those feelings 
of true friendship which I have for the Red Army, nor have you 
seen the feelings of genuine comradeship which I feel towards all 
its members.” 

Stalin’s face was inscrutable as his interpreter, M. Pavlov, trans- 
lated Brooke’s words. At the end he turned to Churchill, and 
“with evident relish” he said, “I like that man. He rings true. I 
must have a talk with him afterwards.” Brooke went up to him 
after dinner and again expressed surprise at these accusations. 
Stalin replied at once that “the best friendships are those founded 
on misunderstandings” and shook him warmly by the hand. 
Churchill wrote later, “In fact, Stalin’s confidence was established 
on a foundation of respect and goodwill which was never shaken 
while we all worked together.”27 

Churchill himself stood in awe of Stalin and, as his personal 
physician observed, was often unnerved in his presence.2® He 
found himself confronted by a swift, highly expert and disciplined 
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intelligence, by a Russian-Asiatic outlook, an enigma which he 
could not understand, and above all by the reality of absolute and 
ruthless power, which he had never encountered. On a number of 
occasions Stalin made teasing remarks which Churchill took in 
good part. But at dinner on the first evening of the conference, he 
was not sure at one point whether Stalin was serious or joking, 
and he overreacted. 

Talking of the punishment to be inflicted on the Germans after 
the war, Stalin said that the German general staff must be liqui- 
dated and that since German military might depended on some 
fifty thousand officers, they should all be shot. He may have been 
serious, but, in fact, Field Marshal Friedrich von Paulus and other 
officers, taken prisoner at Stalingrad and elsewhere, had been ac- 
corded respectful treatment. 

Churchill responded vehemently that “the British Parliament 
and people would not tolerate mass executions.” Stalin mischie- 
vously repeated that “fifty thousand must be shot!” Churchill 
blazed with anger. Eden made signs and gestures to assure him 
that it was all a joke, but he ignored them. Roosevelt tried to 
bring good humor back to the occasion by suggesting that not 
50,000 but 49,000 should be shot. “I would rather,” growled 
Churchill, “be taken into the garden here and now and be shot 
myself than sully my own and my country’s honour by such in- 
famy!” 

At this point Roosevelt’s son, Elliott, an uninvited guest who 
had joined the company after dinner, ineptly made a speech stat- 
ing that he agreed with Stalin’s plan and that he was sure the 
U. S. Army would support it. Churchill got up from the table and 
walked into the adjoining room. A minute later he felt hands 
clapped on his shoulder and turned to find Stalin and Molotov 
grinning broadly. They assured him that it had only been a joke. 
Churchill wrote that “Stalin has a very captivating manner when 
he chooses to use it.” He returmed to the table, but he was never 
to be fully convinced that Stalin had been joking.” 

Stalin dominated the conference. He was brief and incisive in 
his comments, clear about his objectives, patient and inexorable in 
pursuing them. Brooke considered that he had an outstanding 
military brain, and observed that in all his statements he never 
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once failed to appreciate all the implications of a situation with 
quick, unerring eye, and “in this respect he stood out compared 
with Roosevelt and Churchill.”8° The head of the U.S. military 
mission in Moscow had noted that no one could fail to recognize 
“the qualities of greatness in the man.”*! Combined with this es- 
sential greatness, there was a charm and at times a human warmth 
which seemed to belie the awesome ruthlessness which he would 
display in pursuit of what he saw as Soviet Russia’s interests. 
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Advance into Germany 
January 14, 1944- 
May 9, 1945 


At the beginning of 1944 the Russian forces were massed in 
twelve fronts, extended over a distance of nearly two thousand 
miles from the Gulf of Finland to the Black Sea. Stalin’s first pur- 
pose was to liberate Leningrad completely from blockade, to 
knock the Finns out of the war, and to reoccupy the Baltic states. 
The swift and devastating advance of the Ukrainian fronts, 
however, forced him to concentrate mainly on operations in the 
south, but all fronts gained dramatic victories. 

The political impact of the Red Army’s advance in the north 
was hardly less important than the military gains. In February the 
Finns opened negotiations for an armistice. Stalin offered moder- 
ate terms. He may have had in mind the pleas of Churchill and 
Roosevelt for generous treatment of the Finns, but he was also 
anxious to encourage the Romanians and other satellites to break 
with their German ally. The Finns were, however, unsure of the 
real intentions of the Russians. They protested that they were un- 
able to disarm the German troops in Finland, as Molotov de- 
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manded, and they were unwilling to allow Red troops into their 
country to enforce this and other conditions. In March they broke 
off negotiations, but the armistice was clearly only postponed. 

In December 1943 Stalin had summoned Zhukov and Vasi- 
levsky to Moscow to plan a winter offensive by the four Ukrainian 
fronts. Stalin had spells of bad temper during these months, when 
the massive victories being won might have been expected to pro- 
duce a benign humor. The strain of war was probably the basic 
reason for his irascibility. For two and a half years without a break 
of a single day he had personally directed Russian military opera- 
tions and had controlled the immense Russian war effort. In the 
midst of the military and supply problems he was aware of the 
rivalries and jealousies among his commanders, many of whom 
were rough, brutal, and independent by nature, like Konev, Timo- 
shenko, Eremenko, Meretskov, and others. Among them there 
was keen rivalry to gain victory and to receive the salute of the 
guns of Moscow which with the decree of the Presidium pro- 
claiming their deeds was the supreme accolade. Stalin had insti- 
tuted this system, but he was aware that rivalries and the rush for 
glory could lead to rash and ill-prepared offensives. At no time in 
the war was there greater need for a strong Supreme Commander, 
and he asserted his authority, permitting no argument or chal- 
lenge to his orders. 

The outbursts of temper, which seemed more frequent early in 
1944, were quickly brought under control. When the 4th Ukrain- 
ian Front in the south, commanded by F. I. Tolbukhin, was held 
by the enemy at the Nikopol bridgehead, A. M. Vasilevsky, the 
Stavka representative, decided that the attack must be broken off 
to prevent heavy and wasteful casualties. He spoke with Stalin by 
telephone, proposing this course and the strengthening of the 3rd 
Ukrainian Front for an outflanking movement at Nikopol. Stalin 
was angry and abusive. He considered that Tolbukhin should have 
captured the bridgehead. Vasilevsky attempted to argue, and 
Stalin “threw down the phone” in a fury. 

On the following day Vasilevsky was summoned to the tele- 
phone. Calmly Stalin discussed his proposals. He spoke also with 
the commander of the army facing the bridgehead, who confirmed 
that a direct attack would fail unless supported by an attack from 
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the north by the 3rd Ukrainian Front. Stalin then gave orders to 
reinforce the front as Vasilevsky had proposed. 

At the time of the encirclement of two German corps within 
the Korshun salient, Stalin was angered by reports that the enemy 
was breaking out to the north through the lines, held by Vatutin’s 
ist Ukrainian Front. He telephoned Konev for an immediate re- 
port. Showing great confidence, Konev asserted that “Comrade 
Stalin should not worry himself, as he [Konev] had taken all nec- 
essary measures to prevent the enemy’s escape by posting Rotmis- 
trov’s tank army in the area between the two fronts.”? Konev’s ini- 
tiative impressed Stalin, who said he would consult the Stavka. He 
subsequently confirmed his approval of Konev’s actions. 

At this time Zhukov was in bed with a severe attack of flu. On 
the morning of February 12 he was awakened to speak by tele- 
phone with the Supreme Commander. Stalin was annoyed that he 
was unable to give him an immediate up-to-the-minute report of 
the enemy attempt to break out from the Korshun salient. Curtly 
he told him to check and report. Zhukov hurriedly discussed the 
situation with Vasilevsky and then reported by telephone. Stalin 
listened and then told him that Konev had asked for command of 
all forces engaged in smashing the enemy within the salient, while 
Vatutin would command the outer ring of the encirclement. 
Zhukov raised objections. Stalin hung up the telephone. 

A few hours later Zhukov received the directive of the Supreme 
Commander. Konev was given command of operations against the 
Korshun enemy group, while Zhukov himself was charged with re- 
sponsibility for co-ordinating the operations of the ist and 2nd 
Ukrainian Fronts and preventing any attempts to relieve the en- 
veloped enemy forces. Vatutin complained to Zhukov about the 
unfairness of this decision, but both men knew that they had to 
accept it without argument.’ 

On February 18, 1944, the guns of Moscow saluted Konev and 
the 2nd Ukrainian Front. It was the great ceremonial salute of the 
nation in recognition of a major victory. There was no mention in 
the Presidium’s decree of Vatutin and the ist Ukrainian Front 
which had shared in the operation. Moreover, Konev was made a 
Marshal of the Soviet Union, joining in rank Zhukov and Vasi- 
levsky, who had been promoted a year earlier. 
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Soon afterwards Vatutin was mortally wounded in an ambush 
by Ukrainian nationalist partisans. A brave, able, and dedicated 
soldier, he had served his country well, especially during the 
months since July 1942, when with great temerity he had asked 
Stalin to give him command of the Voronezh Front. He was 
buried in Kiev, but in Moscow the guns fired a salute of twenty 
salvos in his honor; it was the salute which he had not received 
after the Korshun victory. 

In March 1944 Milovan Djilas, a member of the Yugoslav mis- 
sion to Moscow, visited Konev’s headquarters. An austere man, he 
was censorious about the drinking party and banquet arranged for 
him and his colleagues. The drinking was heavy and for the visi- 
tors, faced with the interminable toasts, an ordeal. But those on 
duty or in contact with the front did not drink. 

Konev, a tall blond man of fifty with an energetic bony face, 
gave Djilas a brief description of the campaign at Korshun. He 
told him with relish how “some eighty or a hundred thousand 
Germans had refused to surrender and had been forced into a nar- 
row space, tanks smashed their heavy equipment, and machine-gun 
posts, while the Cossack cavalry finally finished them off. ‘We let 
the Cossacks cut them up for as long as they wished. They even 
hacked off the hands of those who raised them to surrender!’ the 
Marshal said with a smile.” It was an illustration of the bitterness 
and savagery of the fighting on the Russian fronts. 

Sitting at Konev’s side later, Djilas asked why Voroshilov, Bu- 
dénny, and others who had held high command had been removed 
from their posts. “Voroshilov is a man of inexhaustible courage,” 
Konev answered, “but he was incapable of understanding modern 
warfare. His merits are enormous, but—the battle has to be 
won. . . . Budénny never knew much and he never studied any- 
thing. He showed himself to be completely incompetent and per- 
mitted awful mistakes to be made. Shaposhnikov was and remains 
a technical staff officer.” 

“And Stalin?” Dijilas asked. 

Taking care not to show surprise at the question, Konev replied 
after a little thought, “Stalin is universally gifted. He is brilliantly 
able to see the war as a whole and this makes it possible for him 
to direct it so successfully.” 
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Djilas remarked that “he said nothing more, nothing that 
might sound like the stock glorification of Stalin. He passed over 
in silence the purely military side of Stalin’s direction. Konev was 
an old Communist, firmly devoted to the govemment and the 
party but, I would say, with his own firm views on military ques- 
tions.”4 

Stalin appointed Zhukov commander of the ist Ukrainian 
Front after the death of Vatutin, and he himself assumed the 
function of co-ordinating the operations of the two Ukrainian 
fronts. The campaign began to recover the Crimea. There had 
been proposals for sealing off the peninsula across the Perekop 
Isthmus, leaving the reconquest until later, while the Red Army 
kept up the momentum of its advance westwards and into Ro- 
mania and Hungary. Stalin had vivid memories of the threat 
posed from the Crimea by Wrangel in 1920, and now saw the 
danger of the Germans breaking out and attacking the rear of the 
Ukrainian fronts. He ordered that the Crimea be recovered forth- 
with. The campaign opened early in April 1944 and in the follow- 
ing month, after the destruction of the German Seventeenth 
Army, Sevastopol was liberated. 

On June 6, popularly called D-day, the Anglo-American inva- 
sion of Normandy—the long-awaited Second Front—was success- 
fully launched. In Russia a new spirit of goodwill towards the Al- 
lies was expressed by Stalin in a statement published in Pravda. 
He was generous in his tribute to the operation of forcing the 
Channel and carrying out massed landings in northem France as 
“unquestionably a brilliant success for our Allies. One must admit 
that the history of war does not know of an undertaking compara- 
ble to it for breadth of conception, grandeur of scale, and mastery 
of execution.”5 

A pause followed on all fronts as the Russians prepared for their 
summer offensives. The first was launched on June 23 into 
Belorussia north of the Pripet Marshes. By this date the Anglo- 
American landings were well established. In Italy the Allies had 
advanced beyond Rome. The Germans were under severe pressure 
in every theater of war. The Russian offensive benefited from the 
Allied operations, but it was Hitler’s stubborn insistence on rigid, 
rather than elastic, defense that aided them most of all.@ 
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Stalin worked obsessively on the plans for the Belorussian of- 
fensive. He discussed them with all commanders, sometimes 
individually, sometimes together. He was in frequent communi- 
cation with the fronts and the Stavka representatives, on occasions 
telephoning them several times a day. Modifications were worked 
out in detail by the general staff and brought to him each time 
for confirmation. It was as though he had made a special res- 
olution not to underestimate the enemy and to take extra care 
now, when the tide had turned and the Russian armies were 
sweeping from victory to victory. He, too, was impatient to expel 
the Germans and to crush them on their own soil. But he would 
not allow slackness in preparations or overoptimism which led to 
risky ventures. The careful planning brought results. The great 
pincer movement trapped some 100,000 enemy troops at Minsk. 
Army Group Center was virtually destroyed with a loss of more 
than 200,000 men. By mid-July the Red Army had driven the Ger- 
mans from Belorussia and had swept into northeastern Poland. 

To the south of the Pripet Marshes, Konev launched a massive 
offensive on July 14, taking Lvov thirteen days later. On July 6 
Stalin ordered Zhukov to come to Moscow, and two days later, ac- 
companied by Antonov, he went to Kuntsevo. Stalin wanted to 
know whether they considered the forces of Konev and Rokos- 
sovsky adequate for them to reach the Vistula. Zhukov’s view was 
that they were certainly adequate. Zhukov urged the transfer of 
some formations to reinforce Vasilevsky so that he could occupy 
East Prussia and hold down Army Group North on the shores of 
the Baltic. Stalin rejected this proposal. The priority was, he de- 
cided, to secure the Lvov region and eastern Poland. The Ger- 
mans would fight to the last to hold East Prussia, and Vasilevsky 
might find himself tied down there.” 

Two miles from Lublin, the Russians came upon the vast 
murder-camp of Maidanek with its complex of gas chambers, in- 
cinerators, and disposal units. Here the Germans had killed and 
cremated Jews, Russians, and Poles in groups of 200 to 250. Some 
2,000 people had perished daily, and a total of a million and a 
half people had gone to their death. All Red Army troops in the 
vicinity of Lublin were ordered to visit the camp so that, 
impressed by the inhumanity of their enemy, they would allow no 
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feelings of pity or charity to sway them in their task of destroying 
the Nazi regime.’ 

After advancing some 450 miles in five weeks, Rokossovsky’s 
troops were fatigued and his front was suffering from the prob- 
lems of overextended supply lines. At this time, moreover, the 
Germans in front of Warsaw were reinforced by three panzer divi- 
sions, rushed up from the south. In the first weeks of August they 
delivered a counterattack, halting the Russian attempts to ad- 
vance from their bridgeheads over the Vistula. Nearly six months 
were to pass before the Russians were ready to launch a major 
offensive from these positions. 

Rokossovsky’s advance to the outskirts of Praga, the suburb of 
Warsaw on the opposite bank of the broad Vistula, made libera- 
tion seem at hand. Already on July 24, however, General T. Bor- 
Komorowski, commanding the Armya Krajowa (AK), the Polish 
underground army in Warsaw, had decided to order an uprising 
before the Red Army could reach the city. He was fanatically anti- 
Russian. He was determined that the Poles should liberate their 
own city and prepare the way for the London government to take 
power, excluding the Polish communists. For these reasons and 
also from stubborn pride he avoided all contact with Rokossovsky 
and the Russian High Command, refusing even to consider co-or- 
dinating action with the Red Army. 

The people of Warsaw were, however, expecting Rokossovsky’s 
forces to cross the river and come to their aid. Moscow radio had 
broadcast on July 29 the usual appeal, sent to occupied territories, 
for the people to rise against the enemy as the Russians ap- 
proached. They were bewildered when no Russian crossing was at- 
tempted and the Russian guns fell silent. 

On August 1 Bor-Komorowski’s underground army of 40,000 
men attacked the Germans in the city. They were poorly armed 
and lacked supplies, but they fought bravely. The battle raged for 
sixty-three days, but the uprising was savagely crushed. Over 
200,000 of the city’s inhabitants were killed. The Germans ex- 
pelled the 800,000 survivors and razed the city to the ground. 

The uprising and what Churchill called the “Martyrdom of 
Warsaw” aroused controversy. The Allied leaders suspected that 
Stalin had ordered the Red Army to halt at the Vistula and that 
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he was callously leaving the city to its fate. The London Poles ac- 
tively fomented these suspicions in Britain and the United States. 
In fact, Rokossovsky’s forces had been halted and were in no posi- 
tion to cross the river and liberate the city. 

Stalin considered the uprising ill timed and misconceived. He 
was opposed to co-operation with Bor-Komorowski and the AK, 
whose hatred of the Russians was well known. He appreciated 
Rokossovsky’s military difficulties. But also at this time when he 
was actively creating a new pro-Russian regime which would dis- 
place the Polish government in London, he was concermed to fos- 
ter cordial Russo-Polish relations. He was anxious, too, to avoid 
alienating his Western allies. 

On the capture of Lublin on July 23 a manifesto had pro- 
claimed the formation of the Polish Committee of National Liber- 
ation. It claimed to have been appointed by representatives of the 
peasant party and other democratic elements in Poland and to be 
recognized by Poles abroad, including the Union of Polish Pa- 
triots and the Polish Army in Russia. 

Soon after the start of the uprising, Churchill, misinterpreting 
Russian inactivity at the Vistula, sent a cable to Stalin, informing 
him that British planes were dropping supplies to the Poles and 
seeking assurances that Russian aid would soon reach them. Sta- 
lin’s reply was noncommittal and suggested that the extent of the 
uprising had been grossly exaggerated. Under pressure from the 
London Poles, Churchill asked Eden on August 14 to send a mes- 
sage to Stalin through Molotov, urging him to give immediate 
help to the Warsaw Poles. Two days later Vyshinsky informed 
the U.S. ambassador that the Soviet government would not allow 
British or American aircraft to land on Soviet territory after drop- 
ping supplies in the Warsaw region, “since the Soviet government 
does not wish to associate itself either directly or indirectly with 
the adventure in Warsaw.”® But on September g this decision was 
reversed. Moreover, from September 13 Soviet planes flew over 
Warsaw, bombing German positions and dropping supplies to the 
insurgents. 

Churchill busily sought ways of increasing aid to the Warsaw 
Poles. Supported by Roosevelt, he tried to bring further pressure 
to bear on Stalin referring to the impact on world opinion of their 
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abandoning the anti-Nazi Poles. Stalin was angered by Churchill’s 
activities, which he interpreted as an attempt to promote anti- 
Soviet forces on Russia’s frontier. He was concerned to build a 
strong buffer zone in eastern Europe. An essential element in the 
plan was a friendly Poland, closely allied with Russia, and to him 
this meant a communist Poland. This buffer zone was to him a 
matter of crucial importance, for he was obsessively concerned 
with the possibility of a revival of German militarism and a new 
invasion of Russia in twenty to thirty years.! 

Towards the end of July, Stalin called a meeting of the Stavka 
to consider future strategy. One point raised by Stalin was the role 
of the Stavka representatives at the fronts. Commanders had com- 
plained about them taking operations out of their hands. Zhukov 
said that the Stavka representatives should have the right to as- 
sume full responsibility. Shtemenko observed later that “Zhukov 
with his powerful personality did so anyway.”!! After discussion it 
was agreed that Zhukov and Vasilevsky alone should have the 
power to take control over operations at the fronts, and this deci- 
sion was embodied in a decree. 

Stalin had been awaiting the opportunity to strike against Ger- 
many’s remaining allies. Indeed, at the beginning of the year 
when the Finns had first opened negotiations, he had hoped that 
the Romanians would soon break free of their ally, but the Ger- 
mans kept a firm grip on the country. On August 20, however, 
Red forces advanced from Moldavia and Bessarabia into Romania, 
and quickly overwhelmed the two German and two Romanian 
armies. Romanian troops no longer offered resistance, and in 
places they tumed their guns on their German allies. The King 
dismissed the two Antonescus, who were responsible for the pro- 
Axis policy, and accepted the Soviet armistice terms. On August 
31 the Romanians, supported by Russian troops, liberated 
Bucharest. 

Towards Bulgaria, Stalin had acted with restraint. Recognizing 
the weakness of the regime and the widespread pro-Russian feel- 
ing, he had not declared war on Bulgaria, even when the Ger- 
mans established a military and naval base there. But, as the Red | 
Army swept into Romania, he was provoked, especially when the 
Bulgarians allowed German ships to escape from their ports on 
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the Black Sea. On September 5 the Soviet government declared 
war, and three days later Tolbukhin’s armies invaded the country. 
They were welcomed by the Bulgarians, and a new government 
promptly declared war on Germany. 

Meanwhile the Finns, too, had come to terms. The Russian 
offensive along the Karelian Isthmus early in June had pushed 
them back to their own frontier. The Red Army made no at- 
tempt, however, to invade Finland. Stalin wanted an armistice 
with Finland and the expulsion of German troops from the coun- 
try. He did not envisage Finland as part of his western defense 
zone. It was his policy to treat the whole of Scandinavia as a neu- 
tral bloc with which Russia would maintain cordial relations. On 
August 25 the Finns proposed an armistice, which was finally 
signed in Moscow on September 15. The terms were severe, but 
not punitive. 

Late in September an offensive against Warsaw, now held by 
strong German forces, aroused Stalin’s anger. It was an incident, 
demonstrating his absolute command over all Russian forces and 
especially over the top commanders. He had given orders for 
troops of the ist Belorussian Front to outflank Warsaw to the 
north. The Russians met with heavy artillery fire and suffered 
many casualties. Rokossovsky related that he called off the offen- 
sive and reported by telephone to Stalin, who confirmed the deci- 
sion. According to Zhukov’s memoirs, however, it was he who 
telephoned Stalin, requesting permission to halt the offensive and 
go over to the defensive in order to give the troops a respite and 
to allow time for reinforcement. Stalin was displeased. “You and 
Rokossovsky will please fly to General Headquarters tomorrow for 
face-to-face discussion,” he said abruptly. 

On the afternoon of the following day Zhukov and Rokossovsky 
reported to the Supreme Commander. Antonov and Molotov 
were also present. Zhukov wrote, “I spread out my map and began 
explaining the situation. I noticed that Stalin was restless. He 
would come up to look at the map, then would step back, then 
approach again, eyeing me and Rokossovsky in turn. He even put 
his pipe aside which was a sure sign that his composure was slip- 
ping, and that he was displeased with something.” 

“Comrade Zhukov,” Molotov interrupted, “you are suggesting 
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that the offensive be stopped now when the defeated enemy is un- 
able to stand up to our pressure. Is that sensible?” 

Zhukov explained that the enemy had organized his defenses 
and brought up reserves and was holding the Russian offensive. 

Stalin asked Rokossovsky’s opinion. 

“Td say the troops need a respite to organize themselves after a 
long and strenuous period of fighting,” he answered. 

“I suppose the enemy could use a respite to no less advantage 
than we would,” Stalin observed. He then asked Zhukov for his 
proposals for an offensive on Warsaw. 

Zhukov asserted that the present offensive would yield nothing 
but casualties. He proposed that the city should be taken by en- 
circling it from the southwest. Stalin was growing angry. He inter- 
rupted Zhukov and told him and Rokossovsky to go to the waiting 
room “and think some more.” 

Twenty minutes later he recalled them to his office and told 
them that the front could go over to the defensive, as they had 
proposed. “As for future plans, we'll discuss them later. You may 
go now,” he said curtly. 

Zhukov observed, “Rokossovsky and I parted silently, each pre- 
occupied with his own thoughts.” 

On the following day Stalin telephoned Zhukov. “What would 
you say to General Headquarters taking control over all fronts in 
future?” 

Zhukov took this to mean the abolition of the post of Stavka 
representative and expressed the view that it would be practicable 
since there were now fewer fronts. 

“You're saying that without feeling offended?” 

“What is there to be offended about? I hope neither Vasilevsky 
nor I will find ourselves unemployed,” Zhukov replied. 

Stalin then told him that he was to take command of the 1st 
Belorussian Front, operating in the Berlin strategic zone, and con- 
tinue as Deputy Supreme Commander in Chief. He proposed to 
transfer Rokossovsky to command of the 2nd Belorussian Front.!? 

Stalin valued Zhukov as the most able of the Soviet com- 
manders. At the same time he recognized that he was an ex- 
tremely powerful personality, often stubborn in pressing his views. 
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Between them a strong relationship existed with periods of ten- 
sion, in which Stalin was always dominant. But, while at times he 
appeared hard on Zhukov, he took pains to do him justice and 
make full use of his abilities. 

On July 29 Stalin himself telephoned to congratulate him on 
the award of his second Gold Medal of Hero of the Soviet Union, 
the highest and most coveted award. Kalinin, President of the So- 
viet Union, also telephoned to congratulate him and advise him 
that “yesterday the State Committee for Defence, acting on 
Stalin’s proposal, decided to decorate you for the Belorussian oper- 
ation and the liberation of the Ukraine.”1® 

A few months later, however, Zhukov was again in trouble with 
the Supreme Commander. The incident again revealed Stalin’s 
concern to assert his authority and the command structure, while 
maintaining the standing and dignity of senior officers. 

The Stavka published a regular bulletin, setting out “the lessons 
learned at the front in the course of the fighting.” Stalin found 
time to study each issue as soon as it was published. During the 
autumn of 1944 he noted that Voronov had issued two army regu- 
lations, both countersigned by Zhukov, without his knowledge or, 
as he stated it, “without the knowledge of the Stavka.” Antonov 
knew nothing about it and was given two days to investigate. 
Stalin became more incensed when it emerged that the two Mar- 
shals did not appreciate the difference between an Ustav (Regula- 
tion) and a Prizak (Order). 

The Politburo was summoned. “Since it would be improper for 
the general staff to do this to two generals of such rank,” the 
Politburo must issue an appropriate order. Thereupon he dictated 
the order, stating: 


One. Marshal Zhukov, without sufficient checking, without 
summoning or consulting the people at the front and without no- 
tifying the Stavka, confirmed and enacted the Ustav.14 

Two. I reprove Chief Marshal of Artillery Comrade Voronov 
for his light-hearted attitude to artillery regulations. 

Three. I make it encumbent upon Marshal Zhukov to display 
circumspection in deciding serious questions.1® 
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As under the Tsars, no one from the highest to the lowest in the 
land was immune from reprimand, removal, and severe punish- 
ment by the supreme ruler. 

The surrender of Finland made it possible to plan the major 
offensive to clear the Baltic region. The German Army Group 
North presented a threat to the flank of the Russian armies, when 
they advanced on the final drive on the Warsaw-Berlin axis. Stalin 
took an especially close interest in directing these operations. 
Early in July the Red Army forces were about to envelop Army 
Group North, and he issued a series of directives for the opera- 
tion. But the Germans skillfully avoided encirclement and pre- 
pared strong defenses in depth. 

To the south early in October, Tolbukhin’s armies advanced 
through Romania and joined with the Yugoslav partisans of 
Tito’s committee of national liberation. On October 20 they en- 
tered Belgrade. The plan now was to mount an offensive from the 
south against the German and Hungarian forces concentrated in 
the region of Budapest and to advance northwards into Germany. 
Although threatened more immediately from the east, Hitler was 
determined to halt the Russian advance through Hungary, and he 
reinforced his armies at Budapest. 

On October 30 Malinovsky’s 2nd Ukrainian Front launched a 
powerful drive on Budapest. By November 4, advance columns 
had reached the suburbs of the city. There they were halted. 
Stalin had been of the opinion that Budapest could be taken 
quickly. In forming this opinion he was influenced by a personal 
telegram, sent by the malign Mekhlis from the 4th Ukrainian 
Front, stating that the Hungarians were completely demoralized. 
He had approved plans, drawn up hurriedly by the general staff, 
which he himself passed to Malinovsky by telephone, and he or- 
dered the immediate capture of the city. Malinovsky repeatedly 
asked for more time to make essential preparations. Stalin was ad- 
amant. Only when he received a report from Timoshenko on the 
strength of the enemy positions did he agree to call off the offen- 
sive. At the same time he adopted a new plan to encircle Bu- 
dapest from the north. But the city had still not fallen at the end 
of the year. 
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As the Russians swept westwards in a victorious horde, Church- 
ill became increasingly worried about the spread of Soviet in- 
fluence. Romania and Bulgaria were already under Soviet domi- 
nation, and he was concerned about the future of Poland, Greece, 
and Yugoslavia. Adding to his anxiety was the fact that, as he 
wrote, the United States was “very slow in realising the upsurge of 
communist influence which slid on before, as well as followed, the 
onward march of the mighty armies, directed from the Kremlin.”2¢ 

Churchill proposed visiting Moscow in October (1944) for pre- 
liminary discussions. Stalin at once extended a warm invitation. 
Churchill had written to him earlier about Roosevelt’s plans to 
visit western Europe and had suggested a meeting in The Hague. 
Stalin was not prepared, however, to leave Moscow. In conver- 
sation with the British and American ambassadors he had “grum- 
bled about his health,” saying that he never kept well except in 
Moscow and that even his visits to the front did him harm; his 
doctors were averse to his flying, and it had taken him a fortnight 
to recover from Teheran.17 

Accompanied by Eden and service chiefs, Churchill arrived in 
Moscow on October 9 and received a tremendous welcome. Stalin 
had never been more charming and friendly. Churchill and his 
colleagues noted, too, that all the Russians appeared to be more 
friendly than at the time of his visit two years earlier. Then the 
terrible defeats and losses suffered in the German advance, and 
doubts about the Second Front, had darkened their attitude to- 
wards the Allies. Now pride in the victories of the Red Army had 
wrought a dramatic change. The deep, vigilant suspicion of Rus- 
sians towards the West appeared to have been allayed. 

At the Bolshoi Theater a gala performance of ballet and the 
Red Army choir was arranged. Churchill was moved, as he stood 
in the box, by the prolonged ovation that greeted him from the 
enormous audience. Stalin’s entry into the box gave rise to an “al- 
most passionate demonstation.”28 

The British ambassador, Sir Archibald Clark Kerr, had at an 
earlier meeting persuaded Stalin to dine at the embassy, the build- 
ing standing across the river from the Kremlin, which Stalin must 
have seen countless times from the windows of his office. The din- 
ner was to be one of the highlights of Churchill’s visit. Several 
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days before the dinner the NKVD descended on the embassy in 
force, searched every corner, and posted guards inside and outside 
the grounds. The streets from the Kremlin to the embassy were 
closed to trafic on the night of the dinner and troops lined the 
toute. 

Stalin arrived wearing a long gray military overcoat and a 
peaked cap with a red band. Underneath he was wearing a Mar- 
shal’s uniform with a single decoration on his chest. Molotov, 
wearing orate diplomatic uniform, went upstairs with Stalin, ac- 
companied by the ambassador. Vyshinsky arrived and quipped to 
Birse, the interpreter, as he pointed to the guards: “I see the Red 
Army has had another victory. It has occupied the British Em- 
bassy.”19 

Stalin was in a relaxed mood and evidently looking forward to 
the English-style dinner, which he had first experienced at the em- 
bassy in Teheran. At one point he stared incredulously at the life- 
size portraits of the Royal Family on the walls of the dining room, 
which included a portrait of George V. Turning to Birse, who 
was sitting next to him, he said, “Isn’t that our Nicholas II?” 
Birse had to remind him that the two monarchs had been cousins 
and that the resemblance between them had been striking.2° After 
dinner, as they withdrew to another room, the guns of Moscow 
began firing a salute in honor of the capture of Cluj in Romania, 
and the embassy was lit up by celebratory fireworks from the walls 
of the Kremlin. 

The talks between Stalin and Molotov and Churchill and Eden 
produced only limited results. The Polish problem was intracta- 
ble. Seeking to avoid upsetting his ally, Stalin made some gestures 
towards a compromise, but he remained adamant that the Soviet 
government could not tolerate in Poland a government that was 
actively hostile to Soviet Russia. He agreed nevertheless at their 
first meeting that Stanislaw Mikolajczyk, head of the London 
Poles, with two of his ministers, should be invited to Moscow at 
once for discussions with representatives of the Lublin Commit- 
tee. Their meetings were fruitless. They could not agree on the di- 
vision of powers between them in a future government, and on 
other points both sides were unyielding. 

At this first meeting, judging that Stalin was in a sympathetic 
mood, Churchill said: “Let us settle about our affairs in the Bal- 
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kans. Your armies are in Romania and Bulgaria. We have inter- 
ests, missions, and agents there. Don’t let us get at cross-purposes 
in small ways.” 

Churchill records: 


While this was being translated I wrote out on half a sheet of 
paper: Romania-Russia 90%, the others 10%; Greece-Great Brit- 
ain 90% (in accord with the U.S.A.), Russia 10%; Yugoslavia 
50-50%; Hungary 50-50%; Bulgaria-Russia 75%, the others 
25%. 

I pushed this across the table to Stalin, who had by then heard 
the translation. There was a slight pause. Then he took his blue 
pencil and made a large tick upon it and passed it back to us, It 
was all settled in no more time than it takes to set down... . 
The pencilled paper lay in the centre of the table. At length I 
said, “Might it not be thought rather cynical if it seemed we had 
disposed of these issues, so fateful to millions of people, in such 
an offhand manner? Let us burn the paper.” “No, you keep it,” 
said Stalin.?1 


In preparation for the military meetings with the British, Stalin 
had instructed Antonov to produce a brief and present it himself. 
Stalin was not satisfied, however, with the draft, sent to him at 
Kuntsevo, and began rewriting parts of it. He laid stress on the So- 
viet interest in holding Hungary as the center of Europe. For this 
reason, he wrote, they must convince the Allies that Soviet 
strength on the Balkan flank was stronger than it was in fact and 
that their main strategy in this theater was to smash Hungary and 
invade Germany from the south. 

Sir Alan Brooke, chief of the Imperial General Staff, found An- 
tonov friendly and ready to talk except in the presence of Stalin, 
when he appeared to lose his confidence and to be unsure how 
much to say. At a meeting on October 14, after Brooke had re- 
ported on Allied operations in Burma and Europe and General 
Deane had spoken on U.S. strategy in the Pacific, Antonov de- 
scribed Soviet operations. Eden found his report clear and fluent, 
but noted that he continually looked to Stalin for confirmation.?? 
Stalin interrupted him frequently and answered questions. Finally, 
losing patience with Antonov’s hesitance, Stalin took over from 
him. 
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On the next evening the discussion was on the war in the 
Pacific. Averell Harriman, the U.S. ambassador, and General 
Deane were attending the talks on behalf of their President. They 
reiterated American concern that Russia should join in the war 
against Japan as soon as possible. Stalin at once gave the assurance 
that Russia would begin hostilities within three months after the 
defeat of Germany, and that for this purpose the thirty Red Army 
divisions there would be raised to sixty divisions. This was subject, 
however, to the United States providing reserve supplies and to the 
clarification of “the political aspects of the Soviet Union’s partici- 
pation.” He agreed also that U.S. forces would be able to use the 
naval base and airfields at Petropavlovsk, but they would have to 
use the Pacific, not the Trans-Siberian route. 

At this point Brooke asked whether the Trans-Siberian railways 
could maintain the necessary supplies for the sixty Red Army divi- 
sions. Antonov looked to Stalin for the answer, although Brooke 
felt sure that he knew it. Stalin did not respond, and Antonov ex- 
plained that the railway could meet the supply needs of the Red 
forces. Then Stalin intervened and gave what Brooke called “an 
astonishing presentation of technical railway detail” with the con- 
clusion that the Trans-Siberian Railway would not be able to 
maintain adequate supplies. Brooke observed that more than ever 
before he was impressed by Stalin’s military ability.%* 

The third military meeting was confined to the Soviet and 
US. representatives. Stalin outlined the strategy which would be 
followed by his forces in the Far East. He then presented a list 
of the supplies, amounting to more than a million tons in bulk, 
which the United States was to provide. These supplies comprised 
food, transport, and fuel for two months for 1.5 million troops, 
3,000 tanks, 5,000 aircraft, and 75,000 vehicles. Stalin obviously 
considered that, since the United States was so eager for Soviet 
participation in the war against Japan, he was entitled to exact 
all he could in supplies. His approach was rooted in the feeling 
that the immensely wealthy United States had endured none of 
the devastation and suffering of war on its own territory; Soviet 
Russia had made all the sacrifices and was entitled to demand 
maximum support. 

In their political talks Churchill and Eden felt that they had 
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reached general agreement on the partitioning of Germany, the 
treatment of war criminals, and other matters. Churchill did not 
raise the points in dispute with the Soviet government conceming 
the United Nations organization, which was under active consid- 
eration by the three powers. At Roosevelt’s request he left this 
subject for discussion at a meeting of the three leaders to take 
place later in November. Apparently bypassing Churchill com- 
pletely, Roosevelt had dealt directly with Stalin in arranging this 
meeting, and Churchill learned about it from Stalin. 

Departing from Moscow, Churchill and Eden considered that 
their visit had been worthwhile. They had been received with an 
impressive display of goodwill, and, while there were still unre- 
solved problems, they had reached a general understanding and 
felt that they could count on Stalin’s will to co-operate. 


By the end of 1944 preparations had been completed for a mas- 
sive advance from the Vistula. Stalin had directed the planning, 
which had as its primary objective the capture of the important 
industrial region of Upper Silesia. This called for an advance of 
over one hundred miles from the Russian positions. But Stalin 
was looking beyond this goal to the Oder River and to Berlin, in- 
volving an advance of nearly three hundred miles. 

In preparation for this winter campaign he had reorganized the 
main fronts, ensuring that his three most outstanding offensive 
generals held the key commands. Konev remained with the ast 
Ukrainian Front, but Zhukov took over the ist Belorussian Front 
in the center, and Rokossovsky was transferred to command of 
the 2nd Belorussian Front. Farther to the north I. D. Cher- 
niakhovsky, commanding the 3rd Belorussian Front, was to ad- 
vance into East Prussia. Zhukov and Konev were thus leading the 
main offensive. But Stalin decided that as Supreme Commander 
he personally would co-ordinate the operations of the four main 
fronts. 

The build-up of troops and equipment for this offensive was 
stupendous in scale. The two fronts, commanded by Zhukov and 
Konev, alone had 2.2 million troops with 32,143 guns and mor- 
tars, 6,460 tanks and self-propelling guns, and they were supported 
by 4,772 aircraft.2° The tanks included a large number of the lat- 
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est “Iosif Stalin” tank, described as a monster heavily armored 
and carrying a 122-mm gun. 

On the Western Front in December, the Anglo-American 
forces found themselves seriously threatened by Field Marshal 
Karl von Rundstedt’s counteroffensive in the Ardennes. On Janu- 
ary 6, 1945, Churchill sent a message to Stalin asking whether the 
Allies could “count on a major Russian offensive on the Vistula 
front or elsewhere during January.” Stalin responded promptly. 
Preparations had been made, but the offensive had been delayed 
until the weather conditions were favorable. “Nevertheless, taking 
into account the position of our Allies on the Wester front, 
GHO of the Supreme Command has decided to accelerate the 
completion of our preparations and, regardless of the weather, to 
start large-scale offensive operations against the Germans along 
the whole of the central front not later than the second half of 
January.”26 

Eisenhower, the Supreme Allied Commander, decided to send 
his deputy, Air Marshal Sir Arthur Tedder, to Moscow to explain 
the Allied predicament. Tedder arrived in Moscow early in Janu- 
ary. Simple in manner, concise in speech, experienced and profes- 
sional, Tedder was a man after Stalin’s heart. At the end of his de- 
tailed description of the Allied operations and the battle of the 
Ardennes, Stalin exclaimed: “That’s what I like. A clear, busi- 
nesslike statement without diplomatic reservations.” Birse noted 
that “throughout the talk Stalin was like a boy listening to and 
enjoying a tale of military adventure.”27 

The Russian offensive was launched at 10 A.M. on January 12, 
1945. Konev’s force of ten armies advanced so rapidly that within 
ten days they were sweeping through Upper Silesia and fighting 
on the banks of the Oder River. Two days later Zhukov opened 
his offensive, and the advance of his ist Belorussian Front was 
even more spectacular. He liberated Warsaw, and by January 29 
his forces had encircled Poznan and had reached the outskirts of 
Frankfurt. Rokossovsky’s 2nd Belorussian Front had swept across 
northern Poland, while farther north Cherniakhovsky’s front had 
advanced deep into East Prussia and by the end of the month was 
poised to strike at Kénigsberg. 

Early in February 1945 Stalin, Roosevelt, and Churchill met in 
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conference at Yalta on the Black Sea coast. At this time the Rus- 
sians were making spectacular advances on all fronts and had 
reached the Oder. In the West, however, the Allied armies were 
recovering from the Battle of the Bulge and had yet to cross the 
Rhine. But nothing in the discussions as reported by Churchill 
and Stettinius suggested that Stalin’s attitude towards his Allies 
was influenced by Russian military successes. He was in no way 
overbearing, nor did he attempt to take a strong line. Indeed, the 
three leaders talked frankly and achieved a wide measure of un- 
derstanding and agreement, except on Poland. 

The American delegation stayed at the Livadia Palace, which 
had been the Black Sea residence of the Tsars. Here the plenary 
sessions were held every afternoon. The British delegation was 
housed in the Vorontsov Palace. Military talks and meetings of 
the three foreign ministers took place in the Yusupov Palace, a 
large villa higher up the mountainside. In addition to the formal 
sessions there were private talks between the three leaders and the 
customary informal and formal lunches and dinners. The Yalta 
Conference was described as a “high-speed, high-powered confer- 
ence,” and for none was it more arduous than for the inter- 
preters. 

Birse, the British interpreter, has related that at the final din- 
ner, Stalin stood up, glass in hand, and said, “Tonight and on 
other occasions, we three leaders have got together. We talk, we 
eat and drink, and we enjoy ourselves. But meanwhile our three 
interpreters have to work and their work is not easy. They have no 
time to eat or drink. We rely on them to transmit our ideas to 
each other. I propose a toast to our interpreters!” Then he walked 
around the table, clinking glasses with each of them. In raising his 
glass Churchill declared, “Interpreters of the world, unite! You 
have nothing to lose but your audience!” This parody on the 
communist slogan appealed to Stalin, and it was some minutes 
before he could stop laughing.?® 

On another occasion Stalin was affronted by what he consid- 
ered disrespect, and an incident was avoided only by an appeal to 
his sense of humor. This happened at a luncheon when Roosevelt, 
although advised by Churchill to refrain, told Stalin and the 
whole company that he and Churchill referred to him in their se- 
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cret telegrams as “Uncle Joe.” Stalin took offense. “When can I 
leave this table?” he said angrily. Byrnes saved the occasion by 
reminding him that everyone spoke of Uncle Sam, and that Uncle 
Joe was not offensive. Accepting the name as a term of affection, 
Stalin calmed down.?* 

At the first plenary session on February 5 the future of Ger- 
many was discussed. All agreed that Germany should be dismem- 
bered after unconditional surrender. On Roosevelt’s proposal the 
foreign ministers were directed to produce a plan within a month 
for the division and control of the country. Earlier Stalin had ob- 
jected to France sharing in this process, but now he yielded to 
Churchill’s pleas and agreed that France should administer an oc- 
cupation zone and have a place on the control commission. A spe- 
cial committee was set up to meet in secret in Moscow to examine 
the complex problem of German reparations. 

The second session considered the world organization for peace. 
At Dumbarton Oaks discussion of the question of voting rights in 
the Security Council had ended in deadlock. A compromise pro- 
posal, put forward by Roosevelt, was now discussed. His proposal 
was that each member of the council should have one vote. 
Conflicts would be divided into two categories, one requiring eco- 
nomic, political, or military sanctions, and the other for disputes 
which could be settled by peaceful means. Sanctions could be ap- 
plied only if the permanent members of the council were unani- 
mous. Herein lay the right of veto which was to become a crucial 
factor in the functioning of the council. 

Stalin took a keen interest in this proposal and sought with 
blunt honesty to clarify the position. “The greatest danger,” he 
said, “is conflict among ourselves, because if we remain united the 
German menace is not important. Therefore we must now think 
how to secure our unity in the future and how to guarantee that 
the three great powers (and possibly China and France) will 
maintain a united front.”®° He then spoke of the Russo-Finnish 
War and the fact that Britain and France had managed to expel 
Russia from the League of Nations. He wanted guarantees against 
a repetition of such a situation. When the conference resumed on 
the following day Stalin announced that the Soviet government 
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accepted the new voting procedures, requiring the unanimity of 
the three powers.31 

At Dumbarton Oaks the Soviet government had demanded 
that the republics of the Soviet Union should be founder mem- 
bers, each with a vote. Britain and the United States had ques- 
tioned this demand as excessive. Now in Yalta, Molotov an- 
nounced that the Soviet government would be content if three of 
the republics—namely, the Ukraine, Belorussia, and Lithuania—or 
at any rate two became founder members. On these and several 
other major issues Stalin showed his readiness to compromise. 
Churchill wrote in a report to London on February 8 that “in 
spite of our gloomy warnings and forebodings, Yalta has turned 
out very well so far.”82 

The Polish problem brought discord into the conference. Roo- 
sevelt observed that Poland “has been a source of trouble for over 
five hundred years” and Churchill was to record that Poland “was 
the first of the great causes which led to the breakdown of the 
Grand Alliance.” 

Stalin explained his policy on Poland clearly. Throughout his- 
tory Poland had attacked Russia or had served as a corridor 
through which enemies had invaded her. Germany had used this 
corridor twice in the past thirty years. Russia wanted a strong 
Poland who could herself guard this corridor. He did not add 
expressly, but it was obvious, that he would not tolerate a revival 
of the old regime, now represented by the London government, 
comprised of men who were the sworm enemies of Russia. On this 
problem a fundamental difference divided the Allies. Stalin was 
concemed for Russian security. Churchill and Roosevelt main- 
tained that they were upholding democratic principles. 

In seven of the eight plenary sessions Poland was discussed. Pre- 
liminary agreement was reached on Poland’s frontiers; the final 
delimitation of the western frontier was to await the peace confer- 
ence. But argument continued about the composition of the Pol- 
ish government. Finally it was agreed that the Lublin committee 
provisional government should be “reorganized on a broader dem- 
ocratic basis, with the inclusion of democratic leaders from Po- 
land itself and from Poles abroad.” A further provision was that 
Molotov and the United States and British ambassadors should 
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consult with all Polish leaders with a view to reorganizing the gov- 
emment on these lines. It was agreed also that “the Polish provi- 
sional govemment of National Unity shall be pledged on the 
holding of free and unfettered elections as soon as possible on the 
basis of universal suffrage and secret ballot.”34 

The war in the Far East had not been included on the agenda. 
The Americans, however, fearing that it might last a further two 
years, were eager for Russian participation. Roosevelt raised the 
subject with Stalin on February 8. Stalin confirmed that Russia 
would enter the war against Japan two to three months after Ger- 
many’s surrender. His terms were the preservation of the status 
quo in Outer Mongolia and the restoration of Russia’s position in 
the Far East, as it had been before the Russo-Japanese War of 
1904-5. These terms were agreed, and Roosevelt undertook to ob- 
tain the agreement of Chiang Kai-shek. 

In the course of informal meetings the three leaders achieved 
closer understanding of each other’s outlook and problems. Stalin 
attached great importance to these informal relations. He went 
out of his way to express his faith in their alliance and his anxiety 
“that it should not lose its character of intimacy, of its free expres- 
sion of views. In the history of diplomacy I know of no such close 
alliance of three great powers as this, when allies had the opportu- 
nity of so frankly expressing their views.” He believed fervently 
that the alliance of the great powers and the United Nations were 
the foundations upon which future world peace could be built.%5 
But when on February 11 the three leaders parted they realized 
that they would not all meet again. Roosevelt was frail and ill and 
was clearly nearing death. Stalin and the Russian people as a 
whole held him in high respect, seeing in him a statesman and a 
friend. For Churchill, too, they had respect and even affection, ac- 
knowledging that he was a great war leader, but they had also an 
abiding mistrust of him and the British. 

The advance of the Red Army westwards continued, but the 
Germans were defending their ground with fanatic bravery. Stalin 
was angered by the failure to take Kénigsberg. Between Zhukov 
and Rokossovsky there was a brief failure in co-ordination, which 
called for Stalin’s intervention, and he sent Vasilevsky to the 
fronts as his representative. He demanded the prompt destruction 
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of the enemy so that the Russian forces there could be available 
for the advance on Berlin. He also told Vasilevsky that he should 
prepare to serve as Commander in Chief in the Far East in the 
near future. But on the evening of February 18 he telephoned to 
tell him that Cherniakhovsky, the gallant young commander of 
the 3rd Belorussian Front, had been killed in action, and that he 
was to take over his command. The fighting in East Prussia con- 
tinued to be exceptionally savage and it was not until mid-April 
that the Germans were cleared from the region. 

In Hungary the fighting was also severe. Budapest was taken 
on February 13. The Russians then swept northwards into Austria 
and on April 13 occupied Vienna. While preparing for the ad- 
vance into Austria, however, Tolbukhin, commanding the 3rd 
Ukrainian Front, had realized that the enemy Army Group South 
was preparing an offensive against his front. He was particularly 
disturbed by reports that the Sixth SS Panzer Army had been 
transferred from the west to strengthen the offensive. 

On March 6 the Germans attacked with “exceptional ferocity.” 
Tolbukhin asked permission to withdraw his front to the east of 
the Danube if necessary. He was, according to Shtemenko, in 
poor health and in any case not as ruthless and determined as the 
other Marshals. Shtemenko was in Stalin’s office when Tolbukhin 
telephoned. Stalin thought for a minute about his request, and 
then, speaking calmly, he said: “Comrade Tolbukhin! If you are 
thinking of extending the war by five or six months, then please 
do withdraw your troops behind the Danube. It will, of course, be 
quieter there, But I doubt whether that is your intention. There- 
fore you must defend the right bank and stay there yourself with 
your headquarters. I am sure that the troops will do their duty 
and fulfil their difficult task. All that is necessary is that they 
should be commanded properly.”8¢ Tolbukhin stood his ground, 
crushed the enemy offensive, and advanced to Vienna. 

Angry exchanges took place between Stalin, Roosevelt, and 
Churchill during the first months of 1945. They revealed Stalin’s 
unresting suspicion and his readiness to challenge the good faith 
of his allies with insulting frankness. The first incident concerned 
an approach made by General Karl Wolff, commander of the SS 
in Italy, to the American intelligence service in Switzerland. Two 
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“exploratory meetings” with him took place, and he was told that 
negotiations for a separate peace could not be considered. The So- 
viet government was informed, and it at once charged the Allies 
with denying facilities for a Soviet representative to be present. 

On the basis of reports from his own intelligence service, Stalin 
became convinced that the British and the Americans were nego- 
tiating a separate surrender in southern Europe. Bluntly he ac- 
cused Roosevelt and Churchill of breach of faith and falsehood. 
Both leaders were angered by this attack on their integrity, and 
they responded vigorously. Stalin was clearly shaken to find that 
his accusations had caused such deep offense. He ended his letter 
on April 7 to Churchill with the explanatory words: “My mes- 
sages are personal and strictly confidential. This makes it possible 
to speak one’s mind clearly and frankly. This is the advantage of 
confidential communications. If, however, you are going to regard 
every frank statement of mine as offensive, it will make this kind 
of communication very difficult. I can assure you that I had and 
have no intention of offending anyone.” This was, so Churchill 
remarked in a note to Roosevelt, “as near as they can get to an 
apology.”87 

When, in April, Heinrich Himmler, the Nazi leader, offered 
through Count Folke Bernadotte, the head of the Swedish Red 
Cross, to surrender the German forces in Norway and Denmark 
to British, American, or Swedish troops, the British ambassador in 
Stockholm reported the offer promptly to London. Churchill in- 
formed Stalin at once by cable and stated that his proposed reply 
to Himmler was that nothing less than unconditional surrender to 
the three major powers would be acceptable. Stalin cabled his 
agreement, adding the words: “Knowing you, I had no doubt that 
you would act in this way.” Churchill felt that at last he had 
gained a degree of trust from Stalin, and he replied, “I am ex- 
tremely pleased to know that you had no doubt how I would act 
and always will act towards your glorious country and yourself.”8 
But the goodwill and trust were to be short-lived. 

Towards the end of March rivalry erupted between the Allies 
over the capture of Berlin. At Yalta the three leaders had agreed 
on their policies on the division of Germany, but had not 
discussed the co-ordination of the strategy of the Red Army and 
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the Anglo-American forces. Eisenhower and Montgomery had 
agreed some months earlier that their chief political and military 
aim should be the capture of Berlin. On May 27 Montgomery re- 
ported to Churchill that he was advancing towards the Elbe with 
the capture of Berlin as his objective, and Churchill was entirely 
in agreement with this purpose. On May 28, however, Eisen- 
hower, without reference to the Combined Chiefs of Staff or to 
Air Marshal Tedder, his deputy, sent a message through General 
Deane to Stalin. In it he stated that his strategy was now to cut 
through the German defenses and to make contact with the Red 
Army, after which the Anglo-American armies would concentrate 
along an axis from west to southeast in the direction of Dresden. 

Stalin informed Deane that he agreed with Eisenhower that 
Berlin no longer had the same strategic importance as before and 
that the proposed Anglo-American plan would harmonize well 
with Soviet operations. The Red Army would advance towards 
Dresden to join with the Allied forces. He stated further that the 
Soviet offensive would open in mid-May, but the timing might 
have to be altered .2° 

Churchill raised a storm over the changed Allied strategy, com- 
plaining bitterly that it was wrong and that it had not been 
discussed. Eisenhower recorded that Churchill “was greatly disap- 
pointed and disturbed because my plan did not first throw Mont- 
gomery forward with all the strength I could give him from the 
American forces in the desperate attempt to capture Berlin before 
the Russians could do so. He sent his views to Washington.”*° 

Like Churchill, Stalin attached enormous political significance 
to the capture of Berlin. But he and all the Russians had a bum- 
ing sense of their right to conquer the German capital. They had 
suffered far more than the Allies in the war and had borne the 
brunt of the fighting. It would have been for them an unbearable 
anticlimax if the Germans had surrendered the city to the British 
and Americans. 

Stalin was particularly worried that the Germans might come to 
terms with the Allies and then concentrate their remaining forces 
on his eastern front. Immediately after giving Deane his reply to 
Eisenhower's message, he summoned Zhukov to Moscow from the 
ist Belorussian Front. Zhukov arrived on the following day and 











418 Stalin 


went directly to the Kremlin. In answer to Stalin’s question he 
said that he and Konev would be able to Jaunch their offensive 
on Berlin in two weeks. He was not sure, however, that Rokos- 
sovsky could prepare so quickly, since his front was still engaged 
in liquidating the enemy in the Danzig and Gdynia region. 

“Well, then,” said Stalin, “we shall have to begin the operation 
without waiting for Rokossovsky. Even if he’s a few days late, 
that’s no trouble.”*? 

Stalin then showed him a report that German agents had ap- 
proached the Allies with proposals for a separate peace. The possi- 
bility could not be ruled out, he said, that the Germans might let 
the Allies into Berlin. “I believe Roosevelt will not violate the 
Yalta agreement, but as for Churchill, he can do anything,” he 
added.* 

Before dawn on April 16 Zhukov’s and Konev’s fronts opened 
the offensive. Relentlessly they pressed forward, and the German 
forces, defending Berlin frantically, could not hold them. By April 
23, Russian troops had broken into the city. Savage fighting con- 
tinued in streets and buildings. The climax of the battle came on 
April 30, the day on which Hitler committed suicide, when the 
Russians stormed the Reichstag. On May 2 all resistance in the 
city ceased. Six days later Field-Marshal Wilhelm Keitel, repre- 
senting the German High Command, surrendered to Marshal 
Zhukov. Czechoslovakia had still not been completely liberated, 
but on May 9 Prague finally fell. This day was proclaimed Victory 
Day. 

On the evening of May g Stalin broadcast to the nation. He ex- 
pressed the pride, elation, and relief which all Russians felt. Like 
them, he had fought the war not as a communist or the leader of 
the proletarian vanguard; he had put ideology aside and fought as 
a nationalist and a patriot, defending Holy Russia. He paid trib- 
ute to the Red Army, and also to the Allied forces, but he was 
addressing his own people: 


The great sacrifices we made in the name of the freedom and 
independence of our Motherland, the incalculable privations and 
sufferings experienced by our people in the course of the war, the 
intense work in the rear and at the front, placed on the altar of 
the Motherland, have not been in vain, and have been crowned 
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by complete victory over the enemy. The age-long struggle of the 
Slay peoples for their existence and their independence has ended 


in victory over the German invaders and German tyranny. . . . I 
congratulate you on victory, my dear men and women compa- 
triots!48 


At a grand reception in the Kremlin in honor of Red Army 
commanders on May 24, Stalin spoke again. Giving rein to his 
love of Russia and her people, he paid a fervent tribute to the 
Great Russian nation, “because it is the most outstanding nation 
of all the nations of the Soviet Union . . . not only because it is 
the leading people but also because it possesses a clear mind, a 
staunch character and patience.” He then made the frank admis- 
sion that the Soviet government had made many mistakes; it 
amounted to an admission of his own mistakes. But even during 
the desperate months of 1941 and 1942, when the Red Army was 
in full retreat, the Russian people had not told its government to 
go, and had not thought of making peace with Germany, but had 
shown its confidence in the government and its readiness to make 
sacrifices until victory had been won, “Thanks to it, the Russian 
people, for this confidence!”’** 

The climax of the celebrations came on June 24, when the great 
Victory Parade took place in the Red Square. It was a day of tor- 
rential rain, but this did not diminish the grandeur of the occa- 
sion. Rokossovsky commanded the parade, and Zhukov took the 
salute. Standing on the Lenin Mausoleum, Stalin appeared as a 
small remote figure, but, as hundreds of German regimental 
banners were flung down on the steps of the mausoleum and at 
his feet, he dominated the scene. 

It was in a real sense his victory. It could not have been won 
without his industrialization campaign and especially the inten- 
sive development of industry beyond the Volga. Collectivization 
had contributed to the victory by enabling the government to 
stockpile food and raw materials and to prevent paralysis in indus- 
try and famine in the towns. But also collectivization, with its 
machine-tractor stations, had given the peasants their first training 
in the use of tractors and other machines. Collectivized farming 
had been “the peasants’ preparatory school for mechanized war- 
fare.”4° The raising of the general standard of education had also 
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contributed by providing a vast reserve of educated men who 
could readily be trained. 

It was his victory, too, because he had directed and controlled 
every branch of Russian operations throughout the war. The range 
and burden of his responsibilities were extraordinary, but day by 
day without a break for the four years of the war he exercised di- 
rect command of the Russian forces and control over supplies, war 
industries, and government policy, including foreign policy. 

As he himself acknowledged, he had made mistakes and miscal- 
culations, some with tragic consequences and heavy casualties. 
The first and perhaps the greatest of his mistakes was his political 
misjudgment of German plans to invade Russia. He had obdu- 
rately refused to believe that Hitler would launch his invasion in 
June 1941, and, seeking to buy time by placating him, he had taken 
none of the obvious defense measures. 

Again he has been held solely responsible for the terrible Rus- 
sian losses of 1941 and 1942, and criticized for not following the 
traditional Russian strategy of retreating into the vastness of the 
Russian plain. This had been the strategy followed by Peter the 
Great in the Northem War and by Mikhail Barclay de Tolly and 
M. I. Kutuzov against Napoleon. They had drawn the enemy 
deeper and deeper into Russia, extending his lines of com- 
munication, weakening him, and committing him to a winter 
campaign. 

Defenses organized in depth, however, would hardly have 
halted the surge of the highly mechanized Wehrmacht in 1941. It 
had effortlessly crushed the Polish Army, which some British mili- 
tary experts in 1939 had rated above the Red Army in efficiency 
and morale. It had conquered France and expelled the British 
from the continent. Acutely aware of the inadequacies of the Rus- 
sian defenses and the weakness of the Red Army in 1941, Stalin 
knew that they could not withstand a German attack. He gam- 
bled for time so that his urgent mechanization and training pro- 
grams could build up the Red Army’s strength. He lost the 
gamble. 

Stalin knew the military history of his country and well under- 
stood the strategy of falling back and using its great spaces. By 
temperament, however, he was positive and aggressive, eager to at- 
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tack rather than defend, and this was characteristic of his conduct 
of Russian strategy throughout the war. He was at the same time 
capable of tremendous self-control, as he demonstrated in waiting 
for the Germans to attack in the battle for Kursk, and in general 
during 1943-45 he was constantly on guard against premature and 
ill-prepared offensives. 

A chief reason why during 1941-42 he was constantly demand- 
ing offensive action, although it often involved terrible casualties, 
was that in these disastrous months, when Russia seemed near to 
collapse, he subordinated military considerations to the need to 
uphold the pride and fighting spirit of the nation. He was unsure 
of the morale of the Red Army and of the Russian people. At- 
tempts to direct and control an orderly withdrawal of forces and 
the evacuation of the civilian population would have led, he 
feared, to panic-stricken flight, as had happened to the tsarist 
army in 1916-17. The bolshoi drap, or great panic, which had 
swept through Moscow in October 1941 as the Germans ap- 
proached, was the kind of failure in morale which might have 
spread throughout Russia, leading to complete collapse. Facing 
Napoleon, Kutuzov had calmly ordered the evacuation of Moscow 
and had abandoned the city to the French, knowing that the 
whole nation was loyal to the Tsar and would obey orders. Stalin 
did not have this certainty. In the event, the Germans had 
plunged deep into southern Russia, overextending their supply 
lines and committing themselves to winter warfare, for which they 
were not equipped. But at every stage he had fought to halt them, 
as he had halted them before Moscow. He had demanded attack 
and had inspired his commanders with his own spirit of aggression 
and will to victory. It was indeed his implacable will which more 
than any other factor held the nation from collapse in the tragic 
days of 1941-42. 

Stalin has also been held guilty of bringing upon Russia the dis- 
asters of 1941-42 by his purge of the Red Army. Although tragic 
and wasteful, the purge probably had little effect, and certainly 
less than is often stated.*¢ Although many senior army com- 
manders were purged, it was in this category that the Red Army 
was generally superior to the Germans, even in the years 1941-42. 
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German superiority was marked among junior officers and 
NCOs.47 

From the first months of the war Stalin gathered around him 
able senior officers, rejuvenating the High Command. He chose 
them on merit, and, an astute judge of men, he was constantly 
raising fairly junior officers to high rank. By the time of the battle 
of Moscow, he had selected his key commanders in Zhukov, Vasi- 
levsky, Rokossovsky, Konev, and Voronov. To them were added 
by the time of the Battle of Stalingrad Vatutin, Eremenko, 
Malinovsky, Meretskov, Cherniakhovsky, and others. 

Stalin was unchallenged as Supreme Commander. His most 
able generals, like Zhukov, Rokossovsky, Konev, and others, who 
were outstanding among the generals of all countries involved in 
the war, accepted his authority unquestioningly. In fact, he domi- 
nated them not by virtue of office but by force of character and 
intellect. He inspired deepest respect and also affection. At times 
he exploded in anger, demanding immediate action; at other 
times he spoke gently, encouraging and inspiring confidence. 

With his disciplined mind and tenacious memory he developed 
considerable military expertise and technical knowledge. Western 
officers and engineers present at discussions with him were im- 
pressed by his quick and accurate understanding. Alan Brooke, 
chief of the British general staff, remarked on several occasions 
on his, mastery of military matters. His own commanders consid- 
ered their reports carefully before submitting them, for he would 
unfailingly put his finger on any weakness or loose thinking in 
their presentation. In the early months of the war, when, fearful 
of a general collapse, his overriding concern was to keep the na- 
tion fighting, he paid little heed to the views of his generals. As 
the war continued, however, he treated them with greater respect. 
Moreover, as Zhukov stated, he was always prepared to reverse his 
own opinions when presented with sound reasons. But he made 
the final decisions. 

Although immersed in the day-by-day crises of the war, he con- 
stantly had the future in mind; he believed he was fighting and 
building for the future. An essential element in that future was 
the creation and maintenance of a powerful army, navy, and air 
force, which would guard Russia against another devastating war. 
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This demanded discipline and leadership, and even in the darkest 
period of the war he did not lose sight of the need to create an 
officer corps, imbued with patriotism and professional pride, and 
providing responsible leadership. Earlier in 1942 he had taken sev- 
eral steps, such as the institution of special decorations for officers, 
which were designed to raise their status and authority. After the 
great victories of Stalingrad and Kursk, when there was an upsurge 
of Russian patriotism, he had revived other tsarist practices. 
Epaulets, once the hated symbol of the officer class, were reintro- 
duced, and the uniforms of officers became more splendid. Nine 
Suvorov schools were set up, modeled directly on the tsarist cadet 
schools, to train an officer elite. The curriculum required a high 
standard of general education and included tuition in good man- 
ners and even dancing. Officers graduating from these academies 
were to be highly trained and dedicated professional soldiers and 
also gentlemen, as the graduates from West Point and Sandhurst 
were expected to be. 

A revealing insight into Stalin’s attitude came in the course of a 
dinner, given by Churchill in Potsdam in July 1945. Stalin was sit- 
ting next to Birse, whom he now knew well and for whom he had 
a real affection. Birse remarked that “he seemed glad to be able to 
talk between the speeches to someone who understood him with- 
out the aid of an interpreter. He said he liked these English din- 
ners; they were simple and at the same time dignified. Then, look- 
ing round the faces opposite, he singled out General Marshall and 
remarked; “That’s a man I admire. He is a good general. We 
have good generals in the Soviet army, but so have you and the 
Americans. Only ours still lack breeding and their manners are 
bad. Our people have a long way to go.”48 

Shrewd, observant, and honest, he knew the qualities he wanted 
in his officers. They included modesty, humility, and discipline, 
which, speaking soon after Lenin’s death, he had impressed on the 
cadets of the Kremlin Military Academy. But he wanted also 
manners and breeding. It was noteworthy that among those who 
worked closely with him during the war, a disproportionate num- 
ber, who included Shaposhnikov, Vatutin, Vasilevsky, Antonov, 
and Rokossovsky, had had training in the tsarist army and presum- 
ably possessed something of this quality of good manners which 
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he valued. In his own conduct, according to foreign and other ob- 
servers, he displayed great modesty, simplicity, and courtesy, until 
angered or confronted with what he regarded as deceit or a threat 
to his authority, and then he could become abusive and coarse. 

It was his victory, above all, because it-had been won by his 
genius and labors, heroic in scale. The Russian people had looked 
to him for leadership, and he had not failed them. His speeches of 
July 3 and November 6, 1941, which had steeled them for the 
trials of war, and his presence in Moscow during the great battle 
for the city, had demonstrated his will to victory. He was for them 
a semimystical figure, enthroned in the Kremlin, who inspired 
them and gave them positive direction. He had the capacity of at- 
tending to detail and keeping in mind the broad picture, and, 
while remembering the past and immersed in the present, he was 
constantly looking ahead to the future. 

Military experts have criticized his direct control over and par- 
ticipation in military matters and have condemned many of his 
decisions, especially in 1941-42. One foreign expert, not notably 
sympathetic to Stalin as a man, has perhaps given the fairest judg- 
ment: 


If he is to bear the blame for the first two years of war, he 
must be allowed the credit for the amazing successes of 1944, the 
annus mirabilis, when whole German army groups were virtually 
obliterated with lightning blows in Belorussia, Galicia, Romania, 
and the Baltic, in battles fought not in the wintry steppes, but in 
midsummer in Central Europe. Some of these victories must be 
reckoned among the most outstanding in the world’s military his- 
tory.49 
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The Potsdam Betrayal 
and the 
End of the Grand Alliance 
July 1945-March 1946 


The leaders of the three Allied powers—Stalin and Churchill were 
joined now by Harry Truman, the new President of the United 
States—met in Potsdam in July 1945. They came to resolve the 
problems of postwar Europe and to establish through the United 
Nations a new era of peace and stability in the world. But the 
spirit of co-operation and common purpose, which had been re- 
markable at Teheran and Yalta, died in Potsdam. The attitude of 
the United States and Britain towards Soviet Russia had changed. 
The symbol of the change was the terrible new weapon of the 
atom bomb in the armory of the West. To Stalin the Potsdam 
conference was a time of betrayal. 

The three nations had celebrated the surrender of Germany 
with feelings of triumph, achievement, and relief. But their ela- 
tion was overcast by the magnitude of the postwar problems and 
above all by the needs of their own countries. The United States 
had emerged from the war relatively unscathed and with an 
awareness of her great economic and military power. Britain, fac- 
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ing the ruin of her economy and a disintegrating empire, was but 
a shadow of the great imperial nation she had once been. Soviet 
Russia had suffered most terribly. 

Casualties at the fronts and in German-occupied territory had 
been horrifying in scale. Few Russians were without bereave- 
ments. Stalin stated that 7 million Soviet citizens had lost their 
lives in the war, but the losses were probably closer to 20 million. 
The mass of the people were living in grim conditions, still se- 
verely rationed for food, clothing, and housing, and working long 
hours. Many had died from overwork and undernourishment. By 
1945 more than half of all workers in industry were women, and 
agriculture depended almost entirely on female labor.? The Rus- 
sian people were now hoping that life would become easier, that 
food and other goods would be more plentiful, and that somehow 
the victory for which they had labored and suffered would bring re- 
wards, 

The economy was near collapse. At least a quarter of all Soviet 
property had been destroyed. Nearly 2,000 towns and 70,000 vil- 
lages had been razed, and 25 million people were homeless. Soviet 
industry had achieved a prodigious output of tanks, guns, aircraft, 
and other materials, but this obscured the fact that industry as a 
whole had suffered disastrously. Some 31,000 factories, including 
the major industries in Kharkov, Krivoi Rog, Zaporozhie, Rostov, 
Odessa, Leningrad, and Stalingrad, had been destroyed.2 

As early as 1943 Stalin had begun thinking about the recon- 
struction of the country after the war. Russia could, of course, 
rebuild her industries and revive agriculture, depending wholly on 
her own resources. This would mean that the people would con- 
tinue living in the same harsh conditions. He was counting on 
massive reparation payments from Germany and her allies to com- 
pensate in some degree for the destruction they had caused. He 
had exacted from the Finns an undertaking to repay 300 million 
dollars in reparations over six years. But when at the Yalta confer- 
ence he had raised the subject of German reparations, Churchill 
in particular had made objections.* 

Stalin gave close thought to the possibility of substantial long- 
term credits from the United States to assist in financing Soviet 
reconstruction. By this means the Russian people would be spared 
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the pressures and hardships they had endured in the indus- 
trialization campaign and during the war. Many communists were 
horrified by the thought of such dependence on a capitalist power; 
others saw in it a threat to Soviet security. Stalin evidently consid- 
ered that the value of such assistance would outweigh these and 
other objections. He was concerned with the recovery and security 
of Russia rather than with ideology. 

Early in 1945 Molotov discussed with Harriman, the U.S. am- 
bassador in Moscow, the possibility of financial aid, and on being 
told that it would require an act of Congress, he asked that 
Congress might deal with it before the end of the war. Again on 
February 5, 1945, Molotov, in conversation with Stettinius, “ex- 
pressed the hope that the Soviet Union would receive long-term 
credits from the United States.”5 Earlier in the war several promi- 
nent American industrialists, and especially Donald M. Nelson, 
had discussed in Moscow the possibility of a large loan. Stalin had 
expressed keen interest and had given Nelson a list of Soviet 
priorities. A strong body of opinion in Washington favored finan- 
cial aid to Soviet Russia. Henry Morgenthau, Secretary of the 
Treasury, discussed Soviet credits several times with Harriman and 
wrote to the President on January 1, 1945: 


We are not thinking of more lend-lease or any form of relief 
but rather of an arrangement that will have definite and long- 
range benefits for the United States as well as for Russia. I am 
convinced that if we were to come forward now and present to 
the Russians a concrete plan to aid them in the reconstruction 
period it would contribute a great deal towards ironing out many 
of the difficulties we have been having with respect to their prob- 
lems and policies.® 


Other counsels prevailed, however, and no U.S. credits were 
provided. On succeeding to the presidency after Roosevelt’s death, 
Truman, in fact, cut off lend-lease supplies. Stalin already had 
misgivings about Truman, who in 1942 had seriously proposed in 
the Senate that the United States alternate aid to Hitler and to 
Stalin in such a way as to ensure that Russia emerged as the 
exhausted victor.” Indeed, promptly after May 8, 1945, celebrated 
in the West as Victory in Europe Day, lend-lease supplies were 
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abruptly halted, although the Soviet Union was committed to 
joining in the war against Japan. This act, and particularly the 
manner in which it was done, caused deep offense in Moscow.® 

When, however, on May 26 Truman sent a personal repre- 
sentative to Moscow with assurances that he intended to pursue 
Roosevelt’s policy of co-operation, Stalin extended a warm wel- 
come to him and all the more because the envoy was Harry Hop- 
kins, whom he trusted. The chief purpose of Hopkins’ mission, 
lasting from May 26 to June 6, was to seek some solution to the 
Polish question. In the United States and Britain the Poles 
were active propagandists who exercised a strong and insidious in- 
fluence. Impassioned and unshakable in their hatred of Russia, 
they would never concede that Poland had to come to terms and 
learn to live with her mighty neighbor. They worked indefatigably 
in promoting anti-Russian and anticommunist feeling in the 
West, and their contribution to the breakdown of the Grand Alli- 
ance and to the ensuing cold war was considerable. 

In January 1945 the Armija Krajowa was converted into an un- 
derground army on the orders of the Polish government in Lon- 
don. General L. Okulicki headed this Polish underground which 
waged guerrilla war against Russians in Poland. The London gov- 
ernment and the church in Poland worked to intensify anti-Rus- 
sian feeling. In the early postwar months the Polish underground 
assassinated more than a hundred Red Army officers and men. 
Indeed Alexander Werth, who was one of a large group of West- 
em press correspondents who visited Poland at this time, 
witnessed a special anti-Russian demonstration, staged for their 
benefit by the underground, in which two unfortunate Russian 
soldiers were shot outside their hotel. In March, Okulicki and 
fifteen other underground leaders were arrested and taken to 
Moscow. An outcry was aroused in the West. 

On his arrival in Moscow Hopkins interceded with Stalin on 
behalf of the Polish underground leaders. In June 1945 they were 
tried in Moscow for assassinating Red Army personnel and were 
given lenient sentences. Churchill evidently regarded them as 
brave patriots and had proposed making their release a condition 
before further discussions could take place with the Soviet govern- 
ment. Hopkins ignored this proposal.1° He persuaded Stalin to in- 





Potsdam Betrayal/End of the Grand Alliance 429 


vite Mikolajczyk and two London Poles, as well as prominent 
Poles in Poland who did not support the Lublin Committee, to 
come to Moscow for talks. As a result a new Polish provisional 
government was set up, and on July 5, 1945, the United States 
and Britain formally recognized it. They were not satisfied with 
this compromise government, but realized that Stalin had come 
far to meet their objections and that they must accept it, pending 
their meetings in Berlin. 

While in Moscow, Hopkins received instructions from Stet- 
tinius to raise directly with Stalin a matter which had brought to a 
standstill discussions at the San Francisco conference on the 
United Nations organization. Molotov had instructed Gromyko, 
the Soviet delegate, to insist that a matter in dispute could not 
even be discussed by the Security Council except with the unani- 
mous agreement of the five permanent members, unless the dis- 
pute was one that could be settled by peaceful means. This new 
proviso extended the power of veto beyond the limits agreed at 
Yalta. At Hopkins’ meeting with Stalin, Molotov attempted to 
justify his instructions to Gromyko. Stalin told him not to be ri- 
diculous and at once accepted the American position. 

As the date of the Potsdam meeting approached, Stalin became 
more concerned about Russia’s security. His fear remained that 
Germany would recover rapidly and, thirsting for revenge, would 
strike in a third attempt to conquer Russia. Roosevelt had told 
him in Yalta that U.S. troops would be withdrawn from Europe 
in two or three years. This left Britain as the only ally against a 
resurgent Germany, for he did not count France. But the war had 
seriously weakened Britain, and it remained to be seen how 
quickly she would recover. Moreover, he still had a deep mistrust 
of the British. 

Stalin believed firmly in the need to maintain the alliance with 
the United States, but saw that this might prove impossible. 
American expansionist policy, promoted by the fear that the Amer- 
ican economy would suffer a disastrous depression if expansion of 
overseas markets did not continue, would surely lead to conflicts. 
Another threat was the assumption, held by most Americans as an 
article of faith, that the United States with its free capitalist sys- 
tem was the epitome of all that was progressive in the world, 
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while Soviet communism was a menacing evil. This national out- 
look could become dangerous, because it was backed by the 
knowledge that the United States was without rival in might, 
while Soviet Russia was ravaged and weak. 

Stalin had no doubts that communism was superior to capital- 
ism and that Soviet Russia would overtake the capitalist world by 
peaceful competition. He needed peace and stability for recon- 
struction and development of the Soviet economy. The greatest 
threat to Soviet growth was war. Russia had suffered too much 
from wars, and another war, especially with modem weapons, 
might destroy the Soviet regime and retard Russian development 
for a hundred years or more. Nevertheless, Marxist dogma pro- 
claimed that war was inevitable between the socialist and capital- 
ist camps, and he gave every priority to making his country strong 
and secure. 

Long before the end of the war Stalin had adopted the policy of 
ensuring Soviet domination over eastern Europe to provide a bar- 
rier against aggression from the West. Communist parties and 
pro-Soviet elements were promoted in Czechoslovakia, Romania, 
Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia. Poland was the weak link in this de- 
fense chain, but with time a pro-Soviet communist regime could 
be built up there. The disturbing factor was that the Western al- 
lies refused to accept that eastem Europe was a zone of Soviet 
influence and that Russia had a legitimate interest in creating a 
defense barrier in the west. 

Churchill in particular was disturbed by the spread of Soviet 
power in eastern Europe. He saw it as the prelude to a bid to 
dominate the whole of Europe. He refused to accept that Stalin 
was concerned to build only a defense barrier. To Truman, who 
was not knowledgeable in international relations, he wrote on 
May 12, 1945, that an “iron curtain” had been drawn down upon 
Russian-occupied Europe and that he envisaged the advance of 
the Russians “to the water of the North Sea and the Atlantic.” 
Two months later on July 18 he was assuring Stalin in conver- 
sation that he wanted to see Russian ships passing through the 
Dardanelles and the Kiel canal and sailing the oceans of the 
world. On another occasion he remarked to Stalin that “it looked 
as if Russia was rolling westwards.” Stalin firmly rejected the alle- 
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gation, stating that he had no such intention and was on the con- 
trary withdrawing his troops from the west, starting with 2 million 
men within the next four months.” 

The Potsdam conference began on July 17, 1945, with signs 
that the spirit of goodwill and co-operation, forged at Teheran 
and Yalta, would continue. Stalin appeared to be in a genial and 
relaxed mood. He gave a private dinner for Churchill, who wrote 
that “his easy friendliness was most agreeable.”!8 Churchill him- 
self appeared untroubled about the outcome of the British general 
election and reveled in the exchanges and private talks that such 
high-level conferences afforded him. Truman was the newcomer. 
Churchill called on him on the morning after his arrival and “was 
impressed with his gay, precise, sparkling manner and obvious 
powers of decision.”!4 

The momentous news of the explosion in the Mexican desert of 
an atom bomb, developed by a team of American and British sci- 
entists, was given privately to Churchill on the first day of the 
conference. His immediate reaction was that the might of the 
Western powers had been enormously enhanced and that of So- 
viet Russia correspondingly reduced, and further that Soviet par- 
ticipation in the war in the Far East was no longer necessary or 
desirable. The Far East would become a region of Western, pre- 
dominantly American, influence, from which Soviet Russia, not- 
withstanding her Pacific coast line and her long historic interest in 
the region, could be excluded. It was this basic attitude which 
Stalin sensed and which seemed to justify his mistrust of Church- 
ill. 

Truman and his staff reacted in the same way. The Americans 
had pressed Stalin to assist in bringing the Japanese war to an 
early end. At Yalta they had expressed relief and pleasure when 
Stalin had promised to enter the war within three months of the 
defeat of Germany and they had readily agreed to his terms. As 
late as May 8, 1945, Hopkins on his mission to Moscow had 
sought and obtained Stalin’s reassurance that the Red Army 
would assist in defeating Japan. 

Suddenly two months later, with the atom bomb at their dis- 
posal, the Allies were rejecting Russian aid and furiously planning 
to bring about Japan’s defeat before Russia could declare war. In 
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this way they could evade Stalin’s terms, which included the re- 
turn to Russia of the territories lost to Japan in the war of 1904-5, 
a matter of great national pride to Stalin and his generation. 

Truman asked Churchill’s advice on the best way to break the 
news of the new weapon to Stalin. Churchill wrote that Stalin 
had been “a magnificent ally in the war against Hitler and we 
both felt that he must be informed of the New Fact which now 
dominated the scene, but not of any particulars.”!° It was decided 
that the President would mention it informally after one of the 
sessions. 

A week later Truman with his interpreter approached Stalin 
after the plenary meeting and told him about the new bomb of 
extraordinary power. Churchill was about five yards away, watch- 
ing intently. Stalin appeared delighted and he asked no questions. 
It seemed that he had no idea of the significance of the new 
weapon. 

Stalin may not have understood immediately from Truman’s in- 
formal statement the dramatic importance of the event, but he 
was quick to sense the change in the Allies’ attitude towards Rus- 
sia. One American general wrote that “we were in a position to be 
tough and indifferent.”1* It was not a reasoned approach on the 
part of the British and Americans, but an attitude bred of exasper- 
ation with Russian secretiveness, suspicion, and demands, and 
bred also of arrogant confidence that they now possessed power 
far exceeding that of Soviet Russia and could do and say what 
they pleased. The possibility that the Russians would develop 
atomic weapons of their own and themselves “get tough” was not 
considered, or was considered to be remote, for it was assumed 
that they were too backward in technology to make such a sophis- 
ticated weapon.?7 

The change in the attitude of his allies disturbed Stalin. It 
confirmed his worst fears and suspicions, and it offended him 
deeply as an act of ingratitude and rejection. Russia had, he 
believed, saved the West from Nazi barbarism just as in the thir- 
teenth century Russia had shielded Europe against the Mongol 
horde of Genghis Khan. To him and to all Russians it was clear 
that, if Russia had not destroyed German armed might, Hitler 
would have conquered Britain and have carried the war into 
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North America. Russia deserved the gratitude and respect of the 
Allies, not their arrogance and condescension. No one was more 
sensitive about affronts to Russian national pride than Stalin, and 
at Potsdam the Allies caused deep and abiding offense. 

Discussions ranged widely during the thirteen plenary sessions 
of the conference. Many matters were held over for decision at 
the peace conference or by the council of foreign ministers. The 
Americans and British expressed strong criticism of Soviet policy in 
the liberated countries, especially Romania and Bulgaria. The 
Russians replied with criticism of British conduct in Greece. Accu- 
sations were made that Russia was violating the terms of the 
Yalta agreement. But it was on Germany and Poland that disa- 
greement was most serious. 

The three powers had recognized the Polish provisional govern- 
ment. Dispute now concemed Poland’s western frontier. The 
Poles had to be compensated for territory lost along the frontier 
with Russia. Churchill vigorously opposed the extension of the 
western frontier, as proposed by Stalin, to the Oder and Western 
Neisse. But after the British general elections in which Churchill 
and his party were defeated, Clement Attlee, the new British 
Prime Minister, supported Truman and accepted Stalin’s pro- 
posal. 

The Allies had agreed earlier that Germany should be divided 
into four zones, administered respectively by the United States, 
Britain, Soviet Russia, and France, and that all four would share 
control over Berlin as a fifth zone. Germany would not have a 
central government, and matters affecting the country as a whole 
would be decided by the Allied Control Commission. This was in 
accord with Stalin’s policy of insisting that Germany should not 
be dismembered, but should remain united under the strict con- 
trol of the four powers. 

The Russian demand for reparations had been accepted in prin- 
ciple at Yalta. The special commission set up to examine the sub- 
ject failed to reach agreement. At Potsdam Stalin pressed con- 
stantly for acceptance of a figure for reparations. The Allies 
tefused to be committed. They were incensed by reports that the 
Russians were already removing from occupied territories machin- 
ery and other property which were not accepted as booty of war. 








434 Stalin 


Various practical difficulties forced the Western Allies to abandon 
their policy of treating the German economy as a whole. James 
Bymes, the new United States Secretary of State, finally proposed 
that each power should satisfy its reparations claims from its own 
zone. Some 4o per cent of the value of German industrial equip- 
ment deemed unnecessary for a peace economy was in the Soviet 
zone. Byres proposed further that 10 per cent of such industrial 
equipment in the western zones should be given to Soviet Russia, 
who could also request additional equipment from the U.S. and 
British zones in exchange for food or coal. 

Stalin and Molotov argued against this arrangement, although 
in some ways it was favorable to them, because it would lead to 
the breakup of Germany. In the end they accepted it as part of a 
package in which they were conceded the right to collect German 
assets throughout eastern Europe, as well as other demands. But 
their proposal for joint administration of the Ruhr was rejected, 
and the Western Allies excluded them from their occupation 
zones. The policy of maintaining Germany as a unit under Allied 
control collapsed. Germany was divided between east and west. 

On July 25, 1945, in the midst of the conference, Churchill and 
Eden departed from Berlin to be in London for the results of the 
general election. Stalin had told Churchill earlier at a private din- 
ner that all his information from communist and other sources 
had confirmed his belief that the Conservatives would be returned 
with a majority of about eighty seats. Churchill had answered that 
he was not sure how the soldiers had voted. Stalin assured him 
that the Army preferred a strong government and would therefore 
vote Conservative. It seemed to Churchill that Stalin wanted to 
maintain contact with him and with Eden rather than with At- 
tlee, whom he knew as a small, reserved, humorless man, and 
some strange Foreign Secretary. But Churchill’s government was 
severely defeated. 

Four days later Attlee returned to Potsdam as Prime Minister, 
accompanied by Emest Bevin, the new Foreign Secretary. Bevin, a 
trade-union leader, was a big man with a warm personality, but 
uneducated and ill equipped for the office of Foreign Minister. In 
Potsdam he was openly aggressive towards the Russians, treating 
the negotiations as though they were a confrontation between a 
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trade union and employers. Attlee was increasingly curt. Truman 
and his staff became truculent.1® The Americans and British were 
united in their confidence that they were negotiating from a posi- 
tion of overwhelming strength and that they had no need to be 
conciliatory or understanding. 

The chasm between Soviet Russia and the two Allies widened, 
as the Americans sought ways of forestalling Russta’s entry into 
the war against Japan. The Soviet government had denounced its 
neutrality pact with Japan on April 5, 1945, and had evaded Japa- 
nese approaches for Soviet mediation to negotiate peace. Mean- 
while Roosevelt’s undertaking to obtain the agreement of Chiang 
Kai-shek to Stalin’s conditions for Soviet participation in the war 
had led to Soviet-Chinese talks, lasting two weeks before the Pots- 
dam conference. The talks continued from August 7 to 14, 1945, 
and it was apparent that Chiang Kai-shek was prolonging them on 
American instructions. Again an ultimatum demanding immedi- 
ate unconditional surrender by the Japanese was issued on July 26, 
1945. The Russians complained that they had not been consulted, 
and when they asked that publication of the ultimatum be 
delayed for three days, they were informed that the text had al- 
ready been released. Stalin was particularly incensed because he 
was convinced that while Japan was ready to surrender, she would 
fight to the end against unconditional surrender. 

On August 6, 1945, the atom bomb was dropped on Hiroshima. 
Stalin and most Russians recognized at once the awesome 
significance of the event. Truman had merely told him of a “super 
bomb,” and according to Molotov the word “atomic” was not men- 
tioned.!® Japan was already on the point of capitulating and 
would probably have laid down arms within a few days even if the 
bombs had not been dropped on Hiroshima and then on Nagasaki 
and even if Russia had not declared war. Stalin realized that the 
Americans had made use of the bomb primarily to impress and 
threaten Russia. Indeed, Bymes acknowledged later that the 
bomb was needed not so much against Japan as to “make Russia 
manageable in Europe.”?° 

The Russians felt now that they had emerged from the tragic 
war against Germany only to find themselves threatened from the 
West with a new and terrible weapon. Stalin was acutely aware 
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of the vulnerability of Russia. He is reported to have summoned 
five of the foremost Soviet scientists and to have ordered them to 
develop a Soviet atom bomb in the shortest possible time and re- 
gardless of cost.?! 

The Soviet forces under the command of Vasilevsky advanced 
swiftly into Manchuria. They were seasoned troops with superi- 
ority in equipment, and the Japanese could not halt them. Vas- 
ilevsky’s orders were to seize the areas specified by Stalin at Yalta 
before the Americans could reach them. He dismissed the declara- 
tion of surrender by the Japanese emperor on August 14, 1945, 
and on August 17 sent his own ultimatum to the commander of 
the Japanese Kwantung Amny, calling for his surrender by August 
20. During these days Soviet airborne troops seized Dairen and 
Port Arthur and penetrated into northern Korea, while the Soviet 
Pacific fleet occupied southern Sakhalin and the Kurile Islands. 

On September 2 Stalin broadcast to the nation. It was the day 
on which the final surrender of Japan was signed on board the 
U.S. warship Missouri, a ceremony to which he had sent an un- 
known general. In his broadcast Stalin dwelt on the war of 
1904-5. “Russia was defeated in that war,” he said. “As a result 
Japan grabbed Southern Sakhalin and firmly established herself in 
the Kuriles, thus padlocking our exits to the Pacific. . . . This de- 
feat of the Russian troops in 1904 left a bitter memory in the 
minds of our people. Our people waited and believed that this 
blot would some day be erased. We, people of the older genera- 
tion, have waited forty years for this day. Now this day has 
come.”22 

Stalin went on to say that peace had come at last and that 
Soviet Russia was no longer threatened by Germany and Japan. 
He paid tribute to the armed forces of the United States, China, 
and Britain. But it was the speech of a Russian patriot, taking 
pride in having reversed a historic defeat and finding in it some 
compensation for the rebuffs to Russian national pride at Pots- 
dam. 

Relations with the Western powers declined sharply in the fol- 
lowing months. Stalin believed that the menace of American 
domination was pressing inexorably on Russia, At the meetings of 
foreign ministers in London, Moscow, and Paris to draft the peace 
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treaties and discuss postwar problems, Molotov was constantly at- 
tacked by Bymes and Bevin for installing totalitarian regimes In 
Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, and Yugoslavia. Molotov insisted 
that Russia was entitled to the security of having friendly govern- 
ments in the countries of eastern Europe. He argued that the 
Western powers had no right to impose their conception of de- 
mocracy on other countries. But the Western powers claimed 
the right, because they had military power, because they were con- 
fident that democratic elections in those countries would result 
in the formation of anticommunist governments, and because they 
were determined to halt any extension of Soviet influence beyond 
central and eastern Europe. 

In Iran a conflict developed which Stalin saw as a sinister dem- 
onstration of the American menace, British and Soviet forces had 
occupied Iran early in the war to forestall any attempt by the pro- 
German Shah to aid the enemy in an invasion of Russia from the 
south. American forces later joined the Allies, and Iran was kept 
open for the transport of war supplies to Russia. Towards the end 
of the war the Allies agreed on a date for the withdrawal of the 
occupation forces. British and American troops withdrew, but So- 
viet forces lingered. The Western Allies accused the Russians of 
seeking to establish a pro-Soviet regime in Iran. The Soviet reply 
was that Russian troops were needed in Iran to bring pressure on 
the government to grant oil exploitation rights, for Russia was des- 
perately short of oil as a result of German damage to her oil fields. 

American and British demands for the withdrawal of the Soviet 
units threatened a major clash. Stalin was unwilling to press the 
dispute too far and finally recalled his troops. The Americans at 
Once stepped in with dollar aid to Iran and sent military and 
other advisers. Quickly Iran was brought under American domina- 
tion as complete as the Soviet domination of Romania and Bul- 
garia. Stalin regarded this as an act of American aggression. Tran 
was far removed from the United States, but on Russia’s frontier, 
and the Americans were setting up military installations. Pressure 
by the Western powers also forced the Russians to give up their 
demands to share in the control of the Dardanelles and access to 
the Black Sea. . 

Stalin had counted on the co-operation of the three powers in 
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maintaining world peace and stability. He had endorsed the char- 
ter of the United Nations, which had as a basic purpose the pre- 
vention of nations forming blocs and holding peace and the bal- 
ance of power between them. Churchill’s “Iron Curtain Speech,” 
made at Fulton, Missouri, in the United States on March 6, 1946, 
alarmed and appalled him. It proclaimed the division of the world 
into the communist and Western blocs, and it advocated a strong 
political and military “fraternal association” of the United States, 
Britain, and the Commonwealth to maintain the balance of 
power and ensure peace. It was a declaration of hostility, falling 
short of war. Stalin denounced the speech in measured terms as 
“a dangerous act, calculated to sow seeds of dissent and hinder 
collaboration among the allied nations. It has harmed the cause of 
peace and security. Mr Churchill has now adopted the position of 
a war-monger.”?8 

Stalin understood that, although no longer Prime Minister, 
Churchill was expressing the views of the American and British 
governments. Truman had shared the platform with him at Ful- 
ton. The British Labour party had expressed disagreement, but 
the Labour government was following the policy which he ad- 
vocated. 

In the United States dissenting voices were raised. Henry Wal- 
lace, Secretary of Commerce, declared: “We should be prepared 
to judge [Russia’s] requirements against the background of what 
we ourselves and the British have insisted upon as essential to our 
respective security. We should be prepared, even at the expense of 
risking epithets of appeasement, to agree to reasonable Russian 
guarantees of security.” But this and other statements by Wallace 
were not acceptable to Truman and Byrnes or to public opinion 
generally in America, where the sense of power and of the mission 
to defend freedom were dominant. Bymes insisted on the resigna- 
tion of Wallace and threatened to resign himself if Truman did 
not back him. Wallace resigned.?4 

The peace conference in Paris and the meetings of the council 
of foreign ministers were protracted. Stalin and Molotov were 
relying on obstructionist tactics to avoid being continually out- 
voted by the Anglo-American bloc. Treaties with Italy, Hungary, 
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Finland, Romania, and Bulgaria were signed, however, in Febru- 
ary 1947. 

The most angry and lengthy negotiations concerned Germany. 
Stalin was determined to exact maximum compensation from the 
enemy who had devastated Russia. He pressed his demand for 2 
billion dollars in reparations to be paid by Germany from capital, 
current production, and by labor. The Western powers rejected 
the figure as too high and insisted that reparations could be paid 
only from capital. In a mood of growing exasperation they op- 
posed other Soviet demands, which they interpreted as blatant 
communist aggrandizement. 

Underlying Stalin’s demands, however, were his continuing fear 
of German resurgence and a third attempt to conquer Russia, and 
his suspicion now that the Western powers would aid Germany in 
recovering her economic and military strength and use her as an 
ally against Russia. This was the real and most alarming danger. 
The decision of the British and Americans to merge their zones of 
occupation intensified his fears. 

Interpreting Soviet policy as wholly concerned with communist 
expansionism, the Western powers became more aggressive. On 
March 12, 1947, Truman proclaimed his doctrine of the contain- 
ment of Soviet Russia. This policy was strongly influenced by the 
ideas of G. F. Kennan, a state department officer whose views on 
Russian affairs were then highly regarded. He argued that commu- 
nism was an evil creed, alien to Russian traditions, and that the 
Soviet leaders depended on the use of force to remain in power.?° 
There was little hope that politicians of the caliber of Truman 
and Bymes, Attlee and Bevin, would recognize that this and other 
militant anti-Soviet policies were driving the Soviet leaders to the 
wall and that their threats merely strengthened popular support 
for the regime they were seeking to destroy.?° 

Complementary to the doctrine of containment was the Mar- 
shall Plan, launched in the summer of 1947. It was a bold and 
generous policy to promote the rapid economic recovery of 
Europe. In the announcement of the plan there had been no ref- 
erence to its application to Russia. At a press conference, however, 
Marshall himself stated that he saw no reason why Russia should 
not be included. The U. S. Congress, in the mood of the time, 
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would undoubtedly have raised obstacles in the way of Russia’s 
benefiting. But, prompted by his party and acting on the assump- 
tion that the Marshall Plan was open to Russia, the British For- 
eign Secretary invited Molotov to Paris to discuss possible Russian 
participation. 

Stalin’s attitude was extremely cautious. He had been disap- 
pointed in earlier hopes of American aid. Now he was on guard 
against American domination. He was suspicious of the motives of 
the Western powers, which had become so openly hostile to So- 
viet Russia. Promptly he decided that Russia would have nothing 
to do with the plan. It was part of American expansionist policy 
and of the Truman doctrine of containing and destroying commu- 
nism. Moreover, he brought pressure on Poland, Hungary, and 
Czechoslovakia, who had accepted the plan, to withdraw. 

The division between the communist and Western blocs was 
now seen an unbridgeable. Stalin was convinced that the Western 
bloc, led and supported by the economic and military might of 
the United States, was intent on the destruction of Soviet Russia 
and the communist world. His policy was to develop eastern 
Europe as an integrated bloc under Moscow’s absolute control, 
politically and economically independent of the West. The West- 
ern powers interpreted this to mean that Moscow was planning a 
general offensive against them and was even considering military 
action. The “cold war,” a tragic period of recriminations, exagger- 
ated suspicion on both sides, and bitter animosity, had begun. 

In the course of the next three years the two blocs came dan- 
gerously close to military conflict. Stalin consolidated the Soviet 
bloc, eliminating all noncommunist elements and transforming 
their regimes into people’s democracies, regarded as a traditional 
stage before socialism. Economic integration followed with the 
setting up of Comecon (Council for Economic Mutual Assist- 
ance), embracing the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, 
Hungary, Romania, and Poland. When the Yugoslav communists 
asserted their independence of Moscow, Stalin in a fury de- 
nounced them for betrayal of the revolutionary cause. He went so 
far as to have the Yugoslav Communist party expelled from the 
Cominform (Communist Information Bureau), the modified 
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form of the Communist International, which he had revived in 
September 1947. 

The climax in the anti-Soviet policies of the Western powers 
came for Stalin on April 4, 1949, when the North Atlantic Pact 
was signed. It provided for a military alliance of twelve countries 
and established the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to main- 
tain a combined military force. This military alliance was declared 
to be wholly defensive, but to Stalin and all Russians it was obvi- 
ously offensive in intention. The inclusion of the Federal Repub- 
lic of Germany as an equal member three years later was a horrify- 
ing development. 

Work on the buildup of heavy industry and military strength in 
the Soviet Union and throughout the Soviet bloc was intensified. 
In June 1948 Stalin attempted to secure complete control over 
Berlin by preventing deliveries of food and goods by land and 
water from the West. The Allies countered by airlifting supplies 
to the city. He was not prepared to provoke a war and in Septem- 
ber 1949 allowed a return to the use of the land and sea routes. 
But in the United Nations, and especially in the discussions on in- 
ternational control of atomic energy, it was plain that a great 
chasm of mistrust and hostility separated Soviet Russia from the 
countries of the West. 

Two events gave Stalin and his people encouragement in this 
tense period. The first was the explosion of a Soviet atom bomb in 
September 1949, and the second was the establishment of the 
communist regime, under Mao Tse-tung’s leadership, over the 
whole of China. Possession of the atom bomb was important to 
Russian morale. Stalin and others in the Kremlin had actively 
feared that the United States might use atomic weapons against 
Russia, and there were influential voices in Washington urging 
that this was the way to deal decisively with the Soviet govern- 
ment. 

Also important to Russian prestige and confidence was the fact 
that China, with its population of nearly 600 million people, had 
become part of the communist bloc, of which Soviet Russia was 
the accepted leader. Moreover, the United States now considered 
her security in the Far East to be threatened by the emergence of 
this mighty communist power. War in Korea brought the blocs 
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close to a major conflict. The Americans, deciding to make Japan 
the comerstone of their anticommunist policy, pressed agreement 
on a peace treaty with Japan, which the Soviet government re- 
fused to sign. For the time being the position of the two blocs in 
the Far East was deadlocked. 

Nothing disturbed Stalin more profoundly, however, than the 
Anglo-American policy of establishing western Germany as an 
economic and military power. He was opposed particularly to the 
integration of a German army into the North Atlantic Treaty Or- 
ganization and the defenses of the Western powers. This was to 
him the most sinister aspect of the Western offensive against Rus- 
sia. In March 1952 he proposed that the four Allied powers 
should meet without delay to discuss a German peace treaty. He 
conceded many points in the exchange of notes that followed his 
initiative. He was prepared to agree that Germany should have 
her own armed forces for defense purposes, but insisted that she 
be barred from joining an alliance directed against any power 
which had taken part in the war against her. He accepted the 
principle of free elections throughout Germany. But the exchange 
ended in the rejection of Stalin’s proposals. The Westem powers 
would not yield. It was clear to Stalin that Russia was a belea- 
guered country, threatened by the Western capitalist powers, and 
that she must prepare for war. 
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The Great Resurgence 
1946-53 


Stalin was physically tired by the time of the Potsdam conference. 
The strains of the war had taken their toll. He was not a cold, 
nerveless man, unaffected by crises and challenges; he was emo- 
tional and tense, as his moods and outbursts of temper showed. 
He also had great self-control, stamina, and resilience. It was 
noted at Potsdam that he appeared worn, although relaxed and 
genial in temper. According to his daughter, Svetlana, he fell 
seriously ill soon after the ending of the Japanese war, but in De- 
cember 1945 he was able to receive Bymes and Bevin when they 
came to Moscow for the meeting of foreign ministers. Like the 
whole nation he needed a period of rest, but there was to be no 
rest. 

The problems of postwar resettlement and reconstruction were 
immense. Within a few months of the end of the war eight mil- 
lion men were being demobilized from the armed forces. Four and 
a half million people returned from German slave-labor and other 
camps. Eight million people had been evacuated beyond the Urals 
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and were now flowing westwards in search of their homes. But a 
gradual return to better conditions of peacetime, for which all 
longed, was not permitted. All who were able were soon to be 
pressed into the great reconstruction, which called for a fury of 
labor such as they had known during the First Five-year Plan. 

Stalin had become convinced after the Potsdam conference 
that Soviet Russia was threatened. American imperialism con- 
fronted her in the west, the Far East, and the south. The United 
States was a super-power economically and militarily. Russia was 
in no- condition to stand against or compete with her. 

Fourteen years earlier, Stalin had declared: “The history of old 
Russia was, among other things, that she was constantly beaten 
because of her backwardness.” The danger now was that, weak and 
backward as a result of the war, Russia would be beaten yet again. 
He was determined that this would not happen. 

Russia had triumphed in the war and emerged as the world’s 
second great power. Twice before in her history—after Peter the 
Great’s victory at Poltava in 1709 and after the defeat of Napo- 
leon in 1812—Russia had gained a similar great power status. In 
each period she had relapsed into weakness. He would permit no 
telapse this time. Soviet Russia would rebuild her shattered 
economy by her own efforts and remain a great power. 

On August 19, 1945—significantly a few days after the dropping 
of the atom bomb on Hiroshima—Stalin gave orders to Gosplan 
to prepare a reconstruction program. The result was the Fourth 
Five-year Plan, adopted by the Supreme Soviet on March 18, 
1946. The plan laid down priorities and prescribed an astonishing 
tempo for postwar development. Heavy industry had first priority 
as the basis for the complete reconstruction of the economy and 
for a strong and permanent armament industry. 

The plan called for an over-all increase in industrial output by 
1950 of 48 per cent above prewar levels. It specified new con- 
struction and output to be achieved in each branch of heavy in- 
dustry. The planned increases in the consumer industries and agri- 
culture were comparatively modest. The targets to be achieved 
within five years appeared impossibly high for a country devas- 
tated by war and a people who had suffered terrible casualties and 
who continued to endure food and housing shortages and austere 
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living conditions. Moreover, the work had to be carried out en- 
tirely within their own resources, except for the contribution 
made by reparations. 

The plan included provision for the first stage of Stalin’s 
twenty-year naval construction program. He was determined to re- 
sume his prewar policy which would ensure that Russia had a 
navy in keeping with great power status. With a planned delivery 
of some 200,000 tons of warships annually the Navy was to have 
1,200 submarines, 175 destroyers, 35 cruisers as well as battle 
cruisers and aircraft carriers. In the years 1945-50, however, the 
main danger appeared to arise from the massive amphibious as- 
sault capacity of the American and British navies. America’s mo- 
nopoly of nuclear weapons posed a grim threat, but it was not 
seen as so immediate because of the lack at this stage of an ade- 
quate delivery system. Priority was therefore given to coastal de- 
fense forces. By the end of the 1940s, however, Stalin had re- 
sumed his prewar program of creating an ocean-going navy. 

The plan called for heroic endeavor and bore the stamp of 
Stalin’s implacable determination. He was driven still by the vi- 
sion of Soviet industrial output exceeding that of the West and 
particularly of the United States. This long-term goal, he ex- 
plained at the beginning of 1946, would require “perhaps three 
new five-year plans, if not more,” and he stressed that the target 
figures for steel, coal, and oil had to be achieved within the cur- 
rent plan.’ Again, as in the first industrialization campaign, he 
was presenting the Russian people with a challenge which, driven 
by his will, they had to meet. 

The achievements in the plan period were remarkable, although 
greatly exaggerated by Soviet propaganda. Progress in the first year 
was hampered by severe drought and by the many problems of 
resettling and retraining labor in difficult conditions. Indeed, com- 
pared with 1945, over-all industrial output fell by 17 per cent in 
1946. Thereafter output mounted rapidly. The investment plan 
for 1946-50 was reported to have been surpassed by 22 per cent. 
In the Ukraine, where enemy destruction had been almost total, 
mineral output reached the 1940 level; the great Dnieper Dam 
was rebuilt and by March 1947 was generating electricity, and 
industries producing consumer goods also achieved impressive in- 
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creases in output. By 1950 the Soviet industrial system was 
stronger than before the war, and it was also ready for the arms 
race then beginning. The recovery in agriculture was, however, dis- 
astrously slow.? 

Inseparable from the reconstruction of the Soviet economy was 
the need to safeguard and entrench the rule of the Communist 
party. Stalin believed that the party, too, was vulnerable. It was 
challenged by the capitalist camp and it was endangered inter- 
nally. He saw the possibility of a serious threat in the fact that so 
many Red Army officers and men had seen with their own eyes 
the wealth of Western countries. They would make unfavorable 
comparisons with conditions in Russia, which had not yet at- 
tained these standards. Stories of Western life would spread 
among the people, who were expecting to enjoy the rewards of vic- 
tory. A dangerous discontent might spread among them and war- 
weariness might lead to apathy. In the past the Russian people 
had been prone after a period of great national effort to slip into 
idleness. He would not allow any such decline. At this time they 
must redouble their efforts and labor to build a Russia with eco- 
nomic and military strength greater than ever before. Only then 
would they enjoy the rewards of victory. 

Another danger was that Western liberal ideas might have in- 
fected some among the many thousands of Russians who had had 
contact with the West. This infection could lead to subversive 
movements which would undermine the party. In the previous cen- 
tury, after the defeat of Napoleon, officers and men of the impe- 
rial army who had marched into France had, on their retum, 
spread discontent and unrest. Moreover, many officers had been 
inflamed by liberal ideas. The leading Decembrists, whose rebel- 
lion had shaken the autocracy in 1825, had been young officers 
carried away by ideas of Western reforms. Stalin could recall from 
his own experience how the Bolsheviks, a small minority inspired 
by Marxist dogma imported from the West, had seized power in 
1917. Mindful always of the lessons of history, he was on the 
watch for the least sign of such alienation. 

In the great postwar reconstruction the party itself would be 
the powerful weapon against subversion and apathy. It had grown 
impressively in membership during the war. Some 2 million 
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members had been admitted in 1942 alone. This growth had been 
encouraged as part of a policy of broadening the base of the party, 
particularly by recruiting within the armed forces. War casualties 
had decimated membership. By the beginning of 1945, however, 
there were 5,760,369 members, and by October 1, 1952, the figure 
was 6,882,145. The Komsomol, or Young Communists, had num- 
bered 15 million in October 1945. The figure had dropped to 
some 9 million in March 1949, but by August 1952 it was about 
16 million. 

The policy of mass recruiting had the purpose of restoring 
confidence in the party among the people and in the armed forces 
after the calamities of the first months of the war. But this growth 
had brought changes in the character of the membership. The pri- 
ority given to enlisting proletarian and peasant members had been 
abandoned in the 1930s. But mass recruitment had led to an in- 
crease in the number of factory workers and peasants in key posi- 
tions of authority, able to encourage and drive the people towards 
attainment of the plan targets. 

Stalin himself attached importance to the recruitment of the 
new generation of intelligentsia. He had consistently advanced 
this new Soviet elite since before the war, and he looked on them 
as the coming leaders. This policy was strikingly reflected in the 
postwar membership of the party. By 1952 between a third and a 
half of the members were under thirty-five years in age and about 
three-quarters were under forty-five. The old generation had been 
almost totally eliminated by time, by the war, and not least by the 
purges.§ 

A renewed emphasis on the role of the party was notable in a 
speech which he made on February 9, 1946, the day before the 
elections for the new Supreme Soviet. Only five months earlier, on 
September 2, 1945, in an address to the nation on the surrender of 
Japan, he had spoken as a fervent patriot, exulting over the recov- 
ery of Russia’s Far Eastern possessions, and he had not mentioned 
the party or communism.‘ But on February 9, 1946, his speech 
dwelt on Marxism and the role of the party. Crisis in the capital- 
ist camp had caused World War I, and a further crisis had 
erupted in World War II. For the Russian people the recent war 
had been a tragedy, but it had also been “a great school of experi- 
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ence and testing,” which had proved the strength of the social and 
state system of the Soviet Union and of its armed forces. The na- 
tion would be prepared for new challenges in the future. 

Victory would be won not by bravery alone. It required a strong 
armament industry and ample supplies of every kind. The indus- 
trialization program had proved its value, and he quoted examples 
of wartime output to support his claim. Then, giving the main tat- 
get figures, he expounded the party’s plan to raise industrial and 
agricultural production to new heights. He spoke gravely, without 
needing to raise his voice to give expression to his iron will, and 
his speech was punctuated constantly by enthusiastic applause. He 
ended with an expression of gratitude to the people for their faith 
in him, and this brought an impassioned ovation.® 

Stalin’s position was supreme and beyond challenge. He was 
Prime Minister and also in effect General Secretary of the party. 
He felt no need to convene the All-Union Party Congress, which 
under the statutes was the source of all authority and was required 
to meet every three years. No congress had met since 1939, and 
another was convened only in October 1952. The Plenum of the 
Central Committee met seldom. The Politburo met rarely in for- 
mal session, but most of its members gathered fairly regularly at 
the dacha in Kuntsevo. 

Since the Battle of Stalingrad, the Soviet press and other media 
had extolled him as the great leader and father of the nation. 
Every time his name was mentioned, it was as “our beloved fa- 
ther,” “our dear guide and teacher,” “our dear and well-beloved 
Stalin,” and “the greatest leader of all times and of all peoples.” 
There was no limit to the eulogies in what came to be known as 
“the personality cult.” Although he lived and worked most of the 
time at his dacha in Kuntsevo, a window in the Kremlin always 
remained lit throughout the night. Anyone walking on Red 
Square could see it and know that, as reiterated by the radio, “He 
lives, thinks, and works for us.” He was already a myth, a god. 

On July 29, 1952, Pravda, describing events on “Aviation Day” 
at Tushino airport, reported: 


Two o’clock in the afternoon. Comrade I. V. Stalin ascends 
the governmental rostrum, hailed by cheers which for a long time 











The Great Resurgence, 1946-53 449 


refuse to abate, The Soviet people welcome the appearance of 
the wise leader, the great educator, the inspired strategist. Com- 
rade Stalin cordially salutes the crowd. The ovations grow 
stronger, expressing the unlimited devotion and ardent love of 


the Soviet people for Iosif Vissarionovich Stalin. . . . Hundreds 
of thousands of people greet Stalin in a transport of enthusi- 
asm... 


A small figure on the rostrum, remote from the vast crowd, 
Stalin accepted this adulation on the few special occasions when 
he felt obliged to appear before the people. He authorized and 
condoned this public worship, which had mounted in a dramatic 
crescendo since the war. It was necessary in support of his power 
and position. It was like the rich panoply of church and state 
which had surrounded the Tsars, elevating them above everyday 
life and enveloping them in majesty and power. But, while accept- 
ing such demonstrations of loyalty and the paeans of praise, he 
was detached and uninfluenced. He took nothing for granted, not 
even the loyalty of the people. They had been loyal to the Tsar, 
but then had rejected him. It could happen to him, to any na- 
tional leader. With his gnawing mistrust and his reading of his- 
tory, he believed that real or potential enemies were always lurk- 
ing among them. 

While in his public appearances he acknowledged the extrava- 
gant tributes paid to him, in his personal relations with people he 
behaved with modesty and dignity. Averell Harriman, who met 
him on numerous occasions, wrote: 


Publicly Stalin had permitted the most abject adulation of 
himself and accepted without hesitation every tribute and gift 
offered him, believing it was good propaganda. But privately he 
combined great dignity with an almost unpretentious modesty. In 
1942 when I accompanied Churchill to Moscow to see him, we 
found him wearing for the first time the uniform of Marshal of 
the Soviet Union, a title he had just assumed. Churchill admired 
the uniform and congratulated Stalin on his elevation, but Stalin 
brushed the compliment aside with an unassuming manner. 
“They said I ought to accept the position of head of the armed 
forces in order to improve the morale of the troops,” he said 
modestly. Just who “they” were was not made clear.® 
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Modesty and dignity, combined with professionalism, were the 
qualities he had always admired. He had sought to inculcate 
them in the new generation of the Soviet elite. Among the Allied 
leaders the men he had particularly respected were the American 
General Marshall and the two British service chiefs Alan Brooke 
and Tedder, who embodied these qualities. With his own people 
he was severe when they displayed lack of modesty. Zhukov was, 
he recognized, the most outstanding among the Soviet com- 
manders, and he had received the fullest public recognition. But 
Zhukov, a strong, ebullient personality, was at times boastful. At a 
meeting of the Supreme Military Council in 1946, over which 
Stalin presided, he castigated “one of our most important soldiers 
[presumably Zhukov] for immodesty, unjustified conceit, and meg- 
alomania.”? 

Zhukov’s removal from the office of Deputy Supreme Com- 
mander in March 1946 and his relegation to comparatively minor 
commands were probably due in large part to this defect in char- 
acter. Stalin retained most of his senior commanders in high 
offices. Vasilevsky was made Chief of General Staff in November 
1948 and Minister of Defense four months later. Konev served as 
Commander in Chief of the ground forces from June 1946 until 
March 1950 and then became Inspector General. Govorov, too, 
served as Inspector General for a time. Rokossovsky was appointed 
Soviet Commander in Chief in Poland and then Polish Minister of 
Defense. Bagramian, Malinovsky, Meretskov, and Tolbukhin were 
given major commands. 

While retaining these commanders, Stalin kept a watchful, sus- 
picious eye on each of them and indeed on all who were in posi- 
tions of power. The cancer of mistrust had become a monstrous 
growth in the postwar years. He relied completely on no one. Men 
like Molotov, Beria, Voroshilov, Mikoyan, and Kaganovich who 
had worked closely with him over many years found themselves 
suddenly removed to a distance, deprived of his confidence, and 
even under threat of arrest. The smallest spark could ignite his 
suspicions and bring upon the unfortunate individuals disgrace 
and even death. The communist system in Russia had not found a 
means of removing men from power without fabrications of trea- 
son, or sentences of imprisonment, exile, and execution. 
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Stalin was now husbanding his strength. He was unhealthily sal- 
low and physically in decline, but mentally he was alert and com- 
pletely in control of national policies. Among those in authority 
under him, rivalries, maneuvering for position and power, and 
unspoken concern for the succession were taking place. He un- 
doubtedly observed and even fostered these rivalries, but in a way 
designed to prevent any individual gathering too much power into 
his hands. At times he promoted attacks and criticisms of individ- 
uals as though warning them not to take their office for granted— 
or else to spur them to greater efforts. Like Lenin, he had come to 
regard his position as personal and beyond the grasp and power of 
any of those surrounding him. Although in his seventies, he felt 
that death was still far off, and he took no steps to name a succes- 
sor. He could find no one to whom he could entrust the policies 
which were to him of paramount importance. 

Two men who had long been prominent in the hierarchy and 
were regarded as possible successors were Malenkov and Zhdanov. 
Malenkov had held a position of power since the time of the great 
purges. He was responsible for party organization and for the pro- 
motion and demotion of key officials. He acted on Stalin’s behalf 
in party affairs and served on the State Committee of Defense. 
Small, plump, and with a Mongol cast to his features, he was able 
and intelligent, his dark eyes mirroring his agile mind. But early in 
1945 Stalin called Zhdanov to Moscow from Leningrad, where he 
had served throughout the siege. Although in poor health and 
suffering from a heart ailment, Zhdanov was ambitious and 
tough. Presumably Stalin considered that Malenkov had become 
complacent or too secure. Zhdanov at once launched a strong at- 
tack on Malenkov’s work as chairman of the Committee on Reha- 
bilitation of Liberated Areas and on his management of the dis- 
mantling of German industry. The attack was so effective that 
Malenkov was forced to retire into the background. Suddenly in 
July 1948, however, Stalin recalled him. A few weeks later 
Zhdanov died. Restored to office Malenkov began to think of him- 
self as heir-apparent, but he had other rivals. 

On Stalin’s direction, or at least with his approval, Malenkov 
made an attack on the handling of party policy in the Ukraine. It 
was in effect an attack on Khrushchev. He had been first secretary 
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of the Ukrainian party since 1938. In the war he had served as a 
political officer with the Red Army as it retreated to Stalingrad 
and then as it had advanced westwards and liberated the Ukraine. 
Malenkov now demanded stronger party controls over the collec- 
tive farms of the steppelands. The peasants of the Ukraine had al- 
ways hated the collective system, and in the hope that at the end 
of the war the system would be abolished, they had been expand- | 
ing their private holdings by seizing land belonging to the collec- 
tives. On March 19, 1946, a joint resolution of the Council of 
Ministers and the Central Committee directed that all land and 
equipment alienated by the peasants should be restored to the 
collectives. Within a year some 14 million acres were recovered. 
Malenkov also criticized corruption and inefficiency among local 
party and government officials. 

A Council on Collective Farms was given responsibility for re- 
storing order and strengthening party control in the Ukraine. But 
in 1946 the whole of this vast region suffered a terrible drought 
and the harvest failed. Party mismanagement in the Ukraine was 
blamed. Khrushchev was again under attack. In March 1947 Lazar 
Kaganovich, Stalin’s chief trouble shooter, was sent to the 
Ukraine, where he took over the office of first secretary, leaving 
Khrushchev as chairman of the local council of ministers. But 
somehow Khrushchev survived this crisis, and when later in 1947 
Kaganovich returned to Moscow, he again became first secretary 
of the Ukrainian party. 

The sinister figure in the background was the Georgian 
Lavrenty Beria. He was described as “somewhat plump, greenish, 
and pale, and with soft damp hands. . . and bulging eyes behind 
his pince-nez.”* In character a blend of Iago and Cassius, he had a 
soft insinuating manner, and he knew how to play on his master’s 
sick suspiciousness. Svetlana hated Beria, and years earlier Stalin’s 
wife had urged his dismissal. He was, in fact, hated by everyone, 
and, possibly reasoning that this would preclude his joining any 
cabal and so guaranteed his loyalty, Stalin had retained him in 
charge of the Ministries of State Security and Internal Affairs 
since 1938, and had made him responsible also for secret atomic 
and scientific projects, while allowing him to rule over Trans- 
caucasia as though it were a private empire. 
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Stalin nevertheless was aware of the extent of his power. He was 
about to curb Beria’s influence when war broke out. During the 
war he relied on him in security matters. Indeed, he gave him the 
rank of Marshal of the Soviet Union, an appointment bitterly 
resented by officers of the Red Army, who remembered the part 
he had played in the purge of the Army. Moreover, in 1946 Beria 
was made a full member of the Politburo, probably in acknowl- 
edgment of his important responsibility for secret scientific re- 
search and the development of Russia’s atomic bomb. But at this 
time Aleksei Kuznetsov, a secretary of the Central Committee, was 
given the responsibility for supervising the security apparatus. 
Kuznetsov was not one of Beria’s men and in giving him the task 
of supervising Beria’s special domain, Stalin was warning Beria 
that he could and possibly would be replaced. 

In March 1949 changes in the most senior Soviet ministries 
were announced. Molotov was replaced by Vyshinsky as Minister 
of Foreign Affairs. Bulganin was succeeded by Marshal Vasilevsky 
as Minister of Defense. Mikoyan was replaced by Mikhail Men- 
shikov as Minister of Foreign Trade. The retired ministers were 
well known as members of the Stalinist old guard. All were or 
were made deputy prime ministers of the Soviet Union. It seemed 
to be a fairly routine reshuffle, but it was the beginning of an om- 
inous period in which no minister or official could feel secure. 

Molotov, who had been Foreign Minister since 1939, and Sta- 
lin’s loyal colleague since 1917, was without ambitions for greater 
power. His dismissal and the sudden mistrust of his master must 
have hurt him deeply. He suffered a further blow when his wife, 
Polina, was arrested and exiled to Kazakhstan. Unlike most wives 
of top Soviet officials, Polina had pursued her own career and had 
been well known in Moscow as a hostess. She had been a member 
of the Central Committee and Minister of Fisheries, and she had 
founded the Soviet perfume industry. But she was Jewish and al- 
leged to be involved in “Zionist conspiracies.” The Central Com- 
mittee stripped her of all party functions, and she was tried in se- 
cret. Possibly, however, the real reason for her exile was that she 
had been the close friend of Nadya, Stalin’s wife. He could not 
bear to be reminded of her by Polina in whom Nadya had 
confided. But in his last years Stalin seems to have become more re- 
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sentful and vindictive towards those close to him who enjoyed the 
companionship of their wives. Kalinin, President of the U.S.S.R., 
was parted from his wife and she was imprisoned for some years. 
The wife of Poskrebyshev was arrested and imprisoned. Molotov, 
Kalinin, and Poskrebyshev nevertheless continued to serve their 
master without protest and with complete loyalty, although they 
knew that they themselves were under a cloud. 

Stalin’s malice and mistrust struck not only against his oldest 
colleagues but also against certain of the most prominent of the 
new generation of the Soviet elite. As in the past, his suspicion, 
once aroused against an individual, was inexorable. The victim 
was often relegated to a black corner of Stalin’s mind and, when 
finally dealt with, was erased from his memory as though he had 
never existed. It was this capacity for cutting a person off and elim- 
inating him from his mind that spared him the pangs of remorse. 
The suicide of his wife, Nadya, was the exception; she haunted 
him until his death. 

In 1949-50 a purge, known as the Leningrad Affair, led to the 
execution by firing squad of a number of senior party officials who 
had been brought into prominence by Zhdanov. The instigators of 
the conspiracy against these men appear to have been Malenkov, 
Beria, and Viktor Abakumov, who had been head of Smersh, Red 
Army counterintelligence, during the war and was Minister of 
State Security from 1946 to 1952. They were evidently intent on 
destroying opponents who had supported Zhdanov against them. 
The conspirators succeeded in poisoning Stalin’s mind against Ni- 
kolai Voznesensky, Aleksei Kuznetsov, and Mikhail Rodionov. 

Voznesensky was an outstanding representative of the new pro- 
fessional elite, advanced by Stalin into the place of the old 
intelligentsia whom he had cleared away in the great purge. He 
was a professor of economics when Zhdanov placed him in charge 
of economic planning for Leningrad in 1935. Three years later, at 
the age of thirty-five, he was appointed head of Gosplan with 
over-all responsibility for Soviet economic planning. While still 
holding this onerous post he became in 1941 a Deputy Prime 
Minister of the U.S.S.R. and a candidate member of the Politburo. 
During the war he was deputy chairman of the State Defense 
Committee. After the war, while still directing Gosplan, he was 
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made a full member of the Politburo. In 1948 he won the Stalin 
Prize for his short book The War Economy of the U.SS.R., 
which Stalin himself read in manuscript and, after making some 
corrections, had approved for the prize. Voznesensky was clearly 
one of Stalin’s coming men and possibly, so it was rumored, was 
being prepared for the succession. In March 1949, only a few 
months after winning the Stalin Prize, he was suddenly dismissed 
from all appointments and arrested. 

Aleksei Kuznetsov had been second secretary of the party in 
Leningrad from 1937 until 1945. As a member of the war council 
he had played an important part in the defense and final libera- 
tion of the city. He succeeded as first secretary when Zhdanov was 
tecalled to Moscow. Then in 1946 he was appointed to the secre- 
taryship of the Central Committee and entrusted with supervision 
of the security services. This meant his supervising Beria himself, 
and it was probably Beria who engineered his downfall. Mikhail 
Rodionov had worked closely with Zhdanov earlier, but had not 
held any office in Leningrad. He had become Prime Minister of 
the R.S.F.S.R. at an early age. 

In September 1950 the Military Collegium of the Supreme 
Court sentenced Voznesensky, Kuznetsov, Rodionov, and their ac- 
complices to death for treason. Moreover, the records of the case 
were sent to each member of the Politburo, who duly approved 
the findings and the sentence and signed to that effect.® 

On October 5, 1952, the Nineteenth Party Congress opened in 
Moscow. Stalin was present, but took no part in the proceedings 
except to deliver a short closing address. Molotov gave the open- 
ing speech, but Malenkov delivered the key report, which Stalin 
himself had always delivered since 1924, and this seemed to mark 
him clearly as the successor. It was, however, Stalin’s report that 
he delivered, for it embodied his policies. He was still the unchal- 
lenged leader, venerated and infallible. The Congress gave expres- 
sion to this fact in the stormy standing ovation that greeted his 
appearance and by the fulsome references to him in every speech. 

In two of the resolutions, which seemed no more than formali- 
ties, he was signifying that the party was firmly established and no 
longer needed to rely on old traditions to the same degree. The 
party was renamed the Communist party of the Soviet Union and 
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the words “of Bolsheviks” were dropped. After all, the title Bol- 
sheviks, meaning “Majority-ites,” was no longer relevant to a party 
which ruled supreme and unopposed. The Politburo, a title with 
long Leninist associations, was renamed the Presidium. More im- 
portant, the Presidium was enlarged to twenty-five full members 
and twelve alternate members. His purpose in making this change 
was to bring younger members into the top leadership. The party 
was now composed of the young, but the old members remained 
in office: The old men did not readily surrender power and posi- 
tion. 

Stalin himself resigned as General Secretary of the party, an 
office he had held since 1922, although he had not used the title 
since the 1930s. This did not, however, diminish his authority and 
full control. But at this time he seemed conscious of his failing 
strength and torn between securing the strong continuity of the 
party leadership, and at the same time clinging to power. He still 
had work to do in ensuring that his policies were fully imple- 
mented, but he was determined to advance the new generation of 
professional Stalinist leaders. This meant removing the old guard, 
and he knew that, unless he compelled them, they would never 
stand aside. At the same time corrosive mistrust made him ques- 
tion the honesty and commitment of others, young and old. They 
would be seduced by power and position and forget the real pur- 
poses to be served. All his life he had been involved in the savage 
struggle for power and he trusted no one. 

At the Congress Stalin sat through the opening and Malenkov’s 
report. All eyes were upon him. Their worshipful respect set him 
apart. He was a small gray-haired old man, failing in strength, and 
completely alone, isolated by their adulation and by the terrible 
power which he held. He led a solitary existence. His permanent 
residence was the dacha at Kuntsevo, but he had other dachas, 
not far away at Semenovskoe and Lipki. He felt truly at home 
only in the dark, dense forests of pine and silver birch trees which 
surrounded these places. In the summer he would work in the gar- 
den of the dacha, and in winter, when the sun shone, he would sit 
by the windows, working on papers and receiving officials. Often 
now he spent the whole day at the dacha and did not go to his 
Kremlin office. Towards the end of each summer he traveled 
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south and spent two months in one of the villas always kept ready 
for him in the Caucasus. 

Because it was believed that he lived under the constant threat 
of assassination, he was enveloped by security precautions. When 
he traveled between the Kremlin and Kuntsevo, five black limou- 
sines drove at speed through the city, where all traffic was halted. 
The drivers frequently overtook each other, changing the order in 
which they traveled. No one could tell which limousine contained 
him behind its curtains. Special security guards were permanently 
posted at the dacha, and elaborate measures, including search- 
lights, made the place like a prison camp. His journeys to the 
south were carried out like military exercises. Much of this secu- 
rity was probably imposed on him by zealous officers, like Vlasik, 
intent on expanding their authority and importance, but it also 
reflected his own chronic suspicions. 

Dinners at Kuntsevo, attended by Malenkov, Beria, Bulganin, 
Khrushchev, and other old colleagues who were not in disfavor, 
provided his only social life. They were working dinners at which 
policy matters were discussed and decided, but then they became 
evenings of heavy eating and drinking, reminiscing, and coarse 
banter. Djilas, the Yugoslav communist, described one dinner at 
Kuntsevo which he attended in January 1948. He noticed a de- 
cline in Stalin and felt that there was a growing tension between 
him and Molotov. He also deplored the scale of the eating and 
drinking. Fastidious, severe, and often self-righteous, he was criti- 
cal of all that he saw. He had idolized Stalin as the great commu- 
nist leader and could not get over the disappointment of finding 
him to be a Russian politician who at times revealed his peasant 
origins. 

The dinner evenings at Kuntsevo, when he talked over state 
affairs and as an old man reminisced, were the only occasions 
when he relaxed, although then only partially. He often recalled 
the war; he missed the high drama of those years. He horrified 
Djilas when at a dinner in 1944, the second that Diilas attended, 
he contradicted a remark that the Germans would need fifty years 
to recover from the war. “No,” he replied, “they will recover and 
very quickly. It is a highly-developed industrial country with an 
extremely skilled and numerous working class and technical intel- 
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ligentsia. Give them twelve to fifteen years and they'll be on their 
feet again.” Standing up and hitching his trousers, he added: 
“The war will soon be over. We shall recover in fifteen or twenty 
years and then we'll have another go at it!”?° 

At Kuntsevo as in his Kremlin office, Stalin felt his loneliness, 
but did not admit it. He desperately missed his wife, Nadya, who 
had died nearly twenty years earlier. He blamed her suicide on her 
family, Polina Molotov, and the evil influence of Michael Arlen’s 
novel The Green Hat, which she had been reading. In 1948, for 
the first time, he talked openly with Svetlana about her mother, 
and it was apparent that memories of her troubled him deeply. 

The one person whom he loved and who might partially have 
filled the gap in his life was his daughter. She was, however, emo- 
tional and self-centered and without any capacity for devotion and 
self-sacrifice. Since the incident of her schoolgirl infatuation with 
Aleksei Kapler, she had felt estranged from her father. When in 
July 1941 she telephoned to tell him that she had graduated, he 
told her to come to see him. He was pleased with her diploma, 
but disapproving of her plan to go to university for a degree in lit- 
erary studies. “You want to be one of those bohemians. . . . No, 
you'd better get a decent education. Let it be history. . . . Study 
history. Then you can do what you want.”2! 

During the war their meetings were infrequent. In May 1944 
Svetlana went to Kuntsevo to tell her father that she wanted to 
marry Grigori Morozov, a student at the Institute of International 
Relations. He was Jewish, and Stalin, who had something of the 
traditional Russian prejudice against Jews, and who was at this 
time deeply suspicious of the burgeoning Zionist movement, dis- 
approved. His main criticism, however, was that the young man 
was not serving his country. “It’s terrible at the front,” he said, 
“and look at him, he’s sitting it out at home!”!2 But he did not 
forbid the marriage, as Svetlana had feared. “Yes, it’s spring. To 
hell with you. Do as you like!” was his final comment.!® He re- 
fused to meet her husband or to allow him in his house, but he 
gave them an apartment outside the Kremlin. When Svetlana be- 
came pregnant, he relaxed his ban. “You need the country air,” he 
said, and allowed them the use of the dacha at Zubalovo, but he 
never met Morozov. 
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Stalin was pleased when in the spring of 1947 his daughter’s 
marriage broke up. He had never approved of her husband, but he 
was affectionate with Iosif, his grandson. Meetings between father 
and daughter again became rare, months passing without any con- 
tact. In August 1947 he invited her and her son to join him in 
Sochi. It proved an uneasy holiday. She found difficulty in com- 
municating with him and could not adjust to his habits of sitting 
up most of the night and sleeping part of the day. She was bored 
by the dinners when Malenkov, Beria, Bulganin, and the others 
came. The effort needed to show her affection and to give him her 
companionship was apparently beyond her capacity. 

Again weeks went by without contact between them. In the 
spring of 1949 Svetlana married Yury Zhdanov, son of Andrei 
Zhdanov, at one time seen as a possible successor to Stalin him- 
self. This pleased her father, who knew the family and respected 
the son. Apparently he thought that his daughter and son-in-law 
might move into the second floor which had been added to the 
dacha at Kuntsevo. Svetlana herself observed that “as he’d got 
older my father had begun feeling lonely. He was so isolated from 
everyone at this time, so elevated that he seemed to be living in a 
vacuum. He hadn’t a soul he could talk to.”!* She and her hus- 
band refused, however, to move into the dacha, and in the sum- 
mer of 1948 she declined his invitation to join him in the Cau- 
casus. Stalin was deeply hurt, and when in November 1948 she 
spent a short time with him in the south, he was in an angry 
mood. 

Traveling back to Moscow by train with him, Svetlana was 
again shaken and depressed by his isolated way of life. It was a 
special train, carrying him and the security guards, who cocooned 
his existence. Every station had been cleared. When the train 
halted, Stalin would walk along the platform to chat with the en- 
gine crew. She was convinced that he had not ordered such ar- 
rangements, and he would curse the generals and colonels of the 
bodyguard who got in his way. “It was the system of which he 
himself was a prisoner and in which he was stifling from loneli- 
ness, emptiness, and lack of human companionship.”!® But she re- 
alized that he, too, was at fault. “He saw enemies everywhere. It 
had reached the point of being pathological, of persecution 
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mania, and it was all a result of being lonely and desolate.”1® At 
this time the campaign against “rootless cosmopolitans” and 
against Zionists was under way. Arrests of people within her fam- 
ily circle dismayed Svetlana. She protested to her father, but was 
angrily rebuffed. 

For another long period she did not see her father. Her second 
marriage and living in the Zhdanov household made her very 
unhappy. During the winter of 1949-50 she was pregnant and 
suffering severely from a kidney ailment. In a state of self-pity and 
depression after the birth of her daughter, she wrote to her father 
for comfort. He replied promptly, with the last letter she was ever 
to receive from him: 


Dear Svetochka! I got your letter. I’m very glad you got off so 
lightly. Kidney trouble is a serious business. To say nothing of 
having a child. Where did you get the idea that I had abandoned 
you? It’s the sort of thing people dream up. I advise you not to 
believe your dreams. Take care of yourself. Take care of your 
daughter, too. The state needs people, even those who are born 
prematurely. Be patient a little longer—we’ll see each other soon. 
I kiss my Svetochka. Your “little papa.” May 10th 1950.17 


Stalin took his last holiday in the south in the autumn of 1951. 
He did not leave Moscow again and lived at Kuntsevo most of the 
time. Svetlana with her two children visited him on the Novem- 
ber 7 anniversary in 1952 and again on his seventy-third birthday 
on December 21. He looked unwell then and was obviously suffer- 
ing from high blood pressure, but he would not see doctors and he 
treated himself with old peasant remedies. He had always enjoyed 
tobacco and for at least fifty years had rarely been without his 
pipe or cigarette, but suddenly he gave up the habit. 

On this as on other occasions Svetlana felt she should visit 
him more often. Friends urged her to telephone him. She hesi- 
tated because he would often answer curtly, “I’m busy!” But she 
knew that he welcomed her visits and liked to see her children. 
Behind his growling manner there was real concern for them, es- 
pecially after her divorce from her second husband. Often he 
would offer her money, knowing that she depended on the allow- 
ance of a university student and was short of money. When as a 
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graduate student of the Academy of Social Sciences she received a 
higher allowance, he would give her money for the children and 
for the daughter of his first son, who had been shot by the Ger- 
mans. At the same time he was always insistent that she should 
work and pay her way, and that she should never be what he 
called a “parasite.” 

The campaign against Western influences had led to the de- 
nunciation of many intellectuals, especially Jews, as “rootless cos- 
mopolitans.” It culminated in 1952 in the execution of a number 
of Jewish writers. This purge was followed by the “Doctors’ Plot,” 
which was first made public by Pravda on January 13, 1953. A Dr. 
Lydia Timashuk had sent a private letter to Stalin, alleging that 
the treatment prescribed by certain eminent doctors, including 
Vinogradov, who had been Stalin’s physician, amounted to the 
murder of leading citizens. These doctors had, it was alleged, 
caused the premature death of Andrei Zhdanov, and they were ad- 
ministering similar treatment to Marshals Voroshilov, Konev, and 
Govorov, to General Shtemenko, and others. 

Stalin had strong doubts about Timashuk’s allegations. But at 
the time he was in a fever of suspicion about Zionist and Titoist 
conspiracies, planted and fostered by a network of American and 
British agents. He believed, too, that among his old colleagues 
there was a plot to displace him or at least curtail his powers. He 
reacted violently. He would not allow doctors near him, although 
he knew his health was failing. He dismissed Poskrebyshev, his 
trusted secretary for so many years. Vlasik, head of his personal se- 
curity since the Civil War, was imprisoned. They, like Molotov, 
Beria, and others, waited fearfully for the great new purge that 
seemed about to break upon them. But they were spared. 
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Death 
March 5, 1953 


Death came suddenly. On the evening of Saturday February 28, 
1953, Malenkov, Beria, Bulganin, and Khrushchev had dined at 
Kuntsevo. Stalin had been in a good humor and the evening had 
been jovial. When Sunday March 1 passed without his usual call, 
summoning them or discussing business by telephone, all were sur- 
prised. 

Svetlana telephoned Kuntsevo on the Sunday. The duty officer 
told her: “There’s no movement right now.” This meant that her 
father had not stirred, and, as she knew, it was forbidden to dis- 
turb him. 

Later on the Sunday night the duty officer of the guard tele- 
phoned Malenkov, Beria, Bulgania, and Khrushchev at their 
dachas. Stalin had not rung for his dinner. He feared that some- 
thing had happened, but the guards did not dare to go into his 
room. All four rushed from their dachas to Kuntsevo. Voroshilov 
and Kaganovich were summoned. When they gained entrance to 
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his room, they found Stalin lying fully dressed on a rug. He was in 
a coma. 

Doctors were called. They diagnosed a cerebral hemorrhage, 
brought on by arteriosclerosis and high blood pressure. ‘The com- 
muniqué announcing his illness to the nation emphasized that the 
medical treatment was under the close surveillance of the Central 
Committee of the party. In fact, the six members of the Presid- 
ium present had organized guard duty, taking it in turns two at a 
time to watch over him and the doctors day and night. 

On Monday moming Svetlana was called from class at the 
academy and told that Malenkov wanted her to come to Kun- 
tsevo. Khrushchev and Bulganin were waiting for her in the drive 
to the dacha. Both were in tears. They took her to her father’s 
room, which was crowded with doctors, nurses, and equipment, 
and the members of the Presidium. She kissed her father’s face 
and hand and, sitting at his side, continued holding his hand. 
From time to time he opened his eyes, but they were unseeing 
and he did not regain consciousness. His heart and constitution 
were strong, but the hemorrhage was spreading and he was 
fighting against suffocation. On the fourth day he regained con- 
sciousness briefly, but was severely paralyzed. A nurse gave him a 
drink from a spoon. He pointed to one of the many blown-up pho- 
tographs of children which he had taken to pinning on the wall of 
his room. This picture showed a small girl feeding a lamb. He 
seemed to be trying to make a joke of his situation. 

The death throes began. His face changed and turned black as 
he struggled to breathe. It was a terrible fight against death. He 
raised his left arm, and to his daughter it was a menacing gesture, 
as though he were trying to bring a curse upon all present. Then 
he died. 

Voroshilov, Bulganin, Kaganovich, Malenkov, and Khrushchev 
were sobbing. Beria alone showed no grief. All departed to make 
preparations, and only Svetlana, Bulganin, and Mikoyan remained 
by the body. An old nurse prepared the room. Then, after a time, 
the staff began filing in to take leave of their master. It was a Rus- 
sian leave-taking. Valechka, the housekeeper who had looked after 
him for eighteen years, fell to her knees and, laying her head on 
his chest, wailed aloud as peasant women did, and no one at- 
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tempted to quiet or to stop her. The household staff were de- 
voted to him. He was considerate and kind to all who served him, 
and at Kuntsevo only the generals and commanders of the guard 
felt his anger. 

Early in the morning of March 6, Moscow radio announced the 
death of Stalin. A vast crowd began filling the Red Square; most 
of the people were sobbing quietly. Later in the afternoon the 
body, which had been brought to the Kremlin during the night, 
was placed in the Hall of Columns. It lay on a raised bier, sur- 
rounded by banks of flowers, and it was uncovered. The crowd 
had greatly increased, and by the late afternoon the line of 
moumers was reported to stretch for ten miles. In their thousands 
Russians from Moscow and distant regions filed past the bier in a 
slow, unending procession, taking leave of their father. 

In every part of the country from Vladivostok in the east to 
Leningrad in the west, from Archangel in the north to Astrakhan 
in the south, houses and windows were draped in red flags, hung 
with black crepe. Even in the numerous labor camps, crowded 
with men and women who had suffered from the savage repres- 
sion of his rule, there were displays of grief. A nation of over 200 
million people was united in the solemn quiet of mouming for 
their leader who had guided and driven them through harsh trials 
and a savage war and who, they knew instinctively, had sought to 
serve them and Russia. 
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285, 290-92, 319, 324 ff, 350 ff, 
380 f., 393, 395-96, 406, 411-12, 
420-24, 431, 433, 449-51, 
454-55, 456 ff; de-Staliniza- 
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265-92 (see also Purges; Terror, 
use of; specific aspects, develop- 
ments, groups, individuals, uses); 
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Ural-Kuznetsk combine, 253 
Urals, 120, 128, 144; industry, 253; 
World War II, 253, 356, 357) 443 
Uranus, Operation (World War II), 


8 
Unieky, M. S., 119-20; assassination 
of, 264 
Usadba, 251 
U.S.S.R. See Union of Soviet So- 
cialist Republics 


Valechka (Stalin’s housekeeper), 
463-64 

Valentinov, N., 487 

Vanity Fair (Thackeray), Stalin’s 
reading of, 20 

Vannikov, B. L., 278 

Vasilevsky, Marshal A. M., xix, 336, 
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“In the past we did not and could not have a 
fatherland. But now, when we have overthrown 
capitalism and power belongs to us, to the 
people—now we have a fatherland, and we will 
defend its independence. Are you prepared for our 
socialist fatherland to be beaten and for her to lose 
her independence? If you do not want that, then 
you must in the shortest time liquidate her back-. 
wardness and develop the present Bolshevik tempo 
in the construction of its socialist economy. ... We 
are fifty to a hundred years behind the advanced 
countries. We must make up this gap in ten years. 
Either we do this or they crush us!” 

This sense of purpose, together with those 
personal qualities which by some alchemy give 
some men mastery over their fellows, made Stalin a 
dynamic leader. He acted with the conviction that 
Marxist dogma as interpreted by Lenin himself 
provided the infallible formula to achieve national 
strength and social justice. But this method, rooted 
in the Bolshevik ethic that all means were justified 
by the ends, transformed him into an inhuman 
tyrant. 
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